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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 



This research is an investigation of library bo'ok 
theft at. Th e Oh io ''State University, Specifically, the' study) 
- attonipts to ans v; or such quesH-e-rvs-^s : who steals library 
books, what are their motivations, and v;hat methods do the> 
use. In addition, opinions of book thieves? and non- 
thieves are examined with regards to what techniques they/ 
feel would best deter. and prevent book theft. 

The focus of this research will be on book'thej^t 
only. It will not address the question of journal/ mj^tila- 
tion, periodical theft, fire or any of the sundry /phases 
of library material loss. The people who are. book thieves 
will be determined by^ self -^reporting techniqu'es. I A 
questionnaire distributed to 466 students will bei the 
principal research tool. The major theoretical perspective 
will be that used to study white collar crime. 



History 

Library book theft is not a new problemJ Librarians 
^have been aware of this problem for ages. Sincf. the twelfth 



analyses 



* Although the term book ''thieves" may in some 

connotate a professional criminal the term thief and 
stealer will be used interchangeably. In this regard these 
terms refer to a person who takes a book from 
in an unauthorized manner. 



the library 
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ce.njtury, libraries have been plagued by book theft. At 
that time, the, librarians' solution was to .chain books to 
the library walls .(Sutuchi, 1973). But as the times have 
changed, the demand has increased for more ready access 
to books and other librapy materials. In addition, 
librarians have become^more sens it ive ana more respons ive 
to the growing, needs of patrons (Gapan, 1975). Conse-. 
quently/ in the present era when the trend is to augment 
the flow of information and the availability of resource/ 
material for numerous people, limitations on libr^y.use 
would inhibit rather than facilitate the goals of^^ontem- 
poraty librarians. 

The increased volume of library* use today is not 
Unexpectedly associated with an accelerated rate of book 
loss (Reneker , ' 1970) . The concei'n over tlTis loss has 
grown. In 1-940, fourteen articles about actual casesj of 
book theft or methods to deter it\ appeared in the Lib}rary 
Literature . The number of such articles gradually \ 
increased, perhaps reflecting a greater concern for this 
phenomenon. In 1969, there were forty-three articles 
on book theft in the Library Literature . Yet another^ 
indicator of the librarians' heightened concern with this 
problem is documented in a study of two hundred libraries 
done by the Burns Security Institute in 1973. Seven out 
of ten libraries reported theft as their most important 
problem (Burns Security Institute, 1973)-. 
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Scope 

« <* ' 

The national interest 'in the library book theft 
problem stems in .part f rom^f inapcial pressure,, On the 
basis of inyentories of current books received, librarians 
estimate that 4 to 6 per cent of their total collection 
is missing* XDaughtery, 1975)v Thetotal dollar loss due- 
to missing books in 140 libraries whic^ responded to a 
survey conducted' by the Burns Security Institute was 
$437,400 per year or an average annual dollar loss of 
$3,120 per library, equivalent to about eighty-five books* 
(Burns Security 'Institute , 1973). A sample inventory done 
by Irene Braden in 1967, determined that the per cent of 
books missing from libraries at The Ohio State University, 
ranged from 1 to 15 per cent*^'* (Braden, 1968), Librar- 
ians at The Ohio State University estimated that the 

\ / 

dollar loss due to book theft Was approximately $64,000 
in 1972. BasecJ on estimations of loss made by The Ohio 
State University Library statistician the loss would be 
$140,000 in 1972. The discrepancy in the figures is due 

— - '-""^^ 

* Current and popular books have a higher loss rate 
fhan other types of library books (Gapan, 1975), 
^-J-^lost libFarics surveyed were small public libraries. 
Acadcowrt ^Hbrarics generally have a* higher loss rate 

fl than public ones '(-Gapan, 1975). • ' 

Althoifgh some estimations Irave been made, actual dol- 
lajp^oss is difficult for librarians to determine. 
Qowploto inventories arc seldom if ever- done due to 
^ the tremendous amount of money and time such an under- 
taking wbuld require. Moreover, the task of deter- 
mining a book's* status (lost vs. stolen) is comi)li- 
cated by the fact that missing books reappear often at 
the end of a quarter or the school year. 
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to the fact that the: librarians • estimate is based on the 

average rat6 of book times the amount of money the 

library spent on rcpl^xiiiy 'iJlSoks^ i/n 1972; the statistician's 

rate was based on an estimation of the books missing times 

the average worth of a book in 1972. 

Despite such finan^jj^l losses, a recent study by 

Maxine Renecker (1940) showed that librarians feci the major 

consequence of library book theft is the inconvenience the 

patron must suffer. It is possible that the librarians 

responded to Renecker 's survey this way because of their 

-conception of pro.]5er professional response rather than 

their actual J^linations. Still, these librarians and 

those the researcher has talked with, have noticed the 

frustration the patron and the>^ themselves have undoubtedly 

experienced spending unrewarded hours searching the stacks 

or ehejtking in other libraries for desired materials that 

vhave been stolen. Consequently, library users are subse- 
ts • . • 

quontly often f^c(?d to write term- papers or project 
reports with incomplete or inadequate resources. Further, 
the library is off^n^unable to replace all stolen material 
thus compounding the frustration of missing resources for 
future users and for librarians who must deal ^^?ith these 
patrons. 

Librarians have tried publicity campaign^., student 
security guards, limiting exits, and electronic devices to 
'"^ deter libr.nry book theft (Green, 1964). For the most part, 

' 9 
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as the review of the library literature will re^veal, these 
. techniques have been unsuccessful. At The Ohio State ^ 
University, the concern of librarians has been partially 
concentrated on means to deter book theft. The director 
of The'Ohio State University Library thinks formality makes 
students feel alienated and thus more likely to steal 
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books (Atkinson, 1975). Thus, one step^'the library has 
taken in response to the directors opinion is to keep 
formality low. This is accomplished by not requiring a 
special library card, by employing student personnel, by 
making acce^ss to books relatively easy, and by gently 
reminding patrons of overdue books with post card notices 
sent to the patron's residences. These procedures^ while 
perhaps necessary to create a warm, welcome atmosphere, 

i 

allow greater opportunity to would-be book thieves to st< 
library materials. A number of counter measures have be^n 
implemo^nted to modify such opportunities and hopefully 
deter book theft. First, a review of The Ohio State's- 
University's newspaper the Lantern, since 1970 indicates thre 
librarians' attempt to curtail book loss by amnesty days 
(April 1970, 71, 72), librarians' consideration of black 
listing students wjio owe over fifty dollars in fines and/or 
books to the library and rev6cation of privileges of \ 
faculty who wiil not rcturoi books (1973, 750 . Second, t\he 
Lantern has published several articles and editorials 
discussing the library book loss problem. In addition, thi: 



6 

news paper has had articles on the ef fcictivcness of student 



security guards and- electronic security systems, Check 

Poiiit and Tattle JTape, installed in the Education, Main, 

and Cojnmercc Libraries. Third, along with such security 

devices installed in a number of libraries, librarians have 

limited the n^ber of exits and entrances to one central 

point.' Fourth, librarians here have also distributed 

questionnaires in the Commerce and Biological Science 

Libraries to gather information about book theft and what 

can be done about it. Last, and perhaps ,the most 

decisive action librarians have taken has been against book - 

multilators. Since the summer of 1975 the Commerce Library 

has beei/ enforcing scctiin 2909 .10 (1-2488) of the Ohio 

Criminal Code which states: 

2909.10 (12488). Destroying book^ or paintings. 

No person shall intentionally deface, obliterate, 
tear, or destroy, in whole or in part, or cut or remove 
an article or advertisement or any page-or part of> any 
scientific material, newspaper, book, magazine, or 
periodical belonging to another person, association, 
corporation, or public library, or intentionally deface., 
obliterate, or destroy, in whole or in part, any picture, 
painting, sculpture, statue, monument, or any work of art 
or reproduction of work of art, belonging to another 
person, association, corporation, museum, or public 
li|)rary . 

Whoever violates this section shall be fined not 
more than five hundred dollars or imprisoned not more 
than thirty days, or both. 

In this way the librarians are ' employing the powe^r of the 

state as well as that of the university. 

' // ^ 
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Library book theft is costly not* only finanfially 



\but\^so psychologicallyN^ OntB librarian, Oscar Trcllcs 



\(1973L estimates the los-s x^e to book theft nVt^onwidc at 

five /million dollars.. No onejiaj? calculated the man hours^ 

lo^t searching for lost books. Like athcr types of deviant 

b^h^avior, theft prevents the system '£rom working as 

smoo^thly as it might by forcing libraries, to spend mone^ 

on replacing books rather than on expanding their ccJllec- 

tion, VMpreov,cr, at best, library book theft means the*' 

patron^i^s^ of his or her time, and, at^^^rst, the 

person is deprived of needed in^formation • 

Despite the extent of the library book theft Joro- 

blem, onr^ scanty research has been' done.^" Most of tl^^ 

research, which has bepn don^^^'S^als' \\'ith deterrence systems. 

Still, as w>H be se^en from the review of the li.terature 

most of the articles concern speculation and opinion of 

librarians rather th?n ^empirical' studies of library patrons 

and book thieves. Thus a study which examines the attitudes 

of the student community, particularly those of book thieves 

* 

is essential. 

Not only shojild this study increase the knowledge of 
how and why library book theft is accomplished b,ut alsc| v 
this'knowledge may help librarians determine effective 
methods for deterrence, . , 

A review 'of the literature dealing with book theft 
and white coliar^crime in general will bd given in Chapter TI. 

12 
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Chapter III will discuss this particular study including v 
the sample questionnaire construction and administration* 
as well as other methods employed in analyzing the data*. 
The findings thems'elves and the interpretation of the data 
will be presented in Chapter IV. Finally, Chapter V will 
summarize the study and discuss its implications. 



13 



ERIC 



•REPERENCES 
Chapter I 



Atkinson, Hugh 

^1975 interview helci^t The Ohio State University 

Main Library, Columbus, Ohio. 

Braden, Irene A. 

1968 *'A Pilot Inventory of Library Holdings." 

American Library Association Bulletin. 
62:1129-31. 

Burns Security Institute 

1973 National Survey on Library Security 

Bethesda, Md.:ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service ED0S0131. 

Daughtery, Robert Allen 

1975 interview held at The Ohio State University 

Main. Library , Co,lumbus, Ohio. 

Gapen, Kaye 

1975 interview held at The Ohio State University 

Main Library, Columbus , Ohio. 

Green, H. 

1964 / "Analysis of Literature Dealing With Vanda- 
lism as Indexed in Library Literature 1953- 
63." Master's thesis ,* Atlanta University. 



Reneker, Maxine 

1970 "Book Theft in Academic Libraries . 

Master's thesis, University of Chicago,^ 1970. 

Sutuci, Sano 

1975 ''Protection: Open Access form Chained 

Libraries." Tosh-Kai. 25:27-30. 

Trelles, Oscar M. 

1973 "Protection of Libraries." Law Library 

Journal 66:241-258, 



14 



CHAPTER II. LITERATURE RE-VIEW 

This chapter will review' the literature on library 
book theft and develop hypotheses' applicable to th;/s 
particular study. The discussion will consider literature 
in many diverse areas. Not only is this done for the sake of 
completeness, but- also it is done to give this^'roject more 
continuity with other research.*-' The literature will be pre- 
sented in this manner: First the literature dealling wixh a 
spegific aspect of library bpok theft will be examined, 
second, a discussion about the literature will ensue, third, 
a list of hypotheses or possible areas of* investigation will 
be given. The literature review involves a survey of material 
from/diverse disciplines. 

Library Factors 

While the conceptual framework associated with white 
collar crime is the reference point for this research, 
other hypotheses based on knowledge of librarians, security 
systems analysts, university educators and administrators, 
and social scientists will, be taken into, account . The 



* For a discussion of constructing hypotheses in a n^w area 
of research see Frank Kestie, "Toward Closer Relations 
Betveen Theory atid Research: A Procedure and An Example," 
American Soc i olot^ical 'Review , Vol, 22, 2 (April, 1957), 

pp; 150-154. ^ 

. - . * . 

15 \ 



1 



11 



first area of the research to he discussed is library 

I 

factors. Most of the articles in library periodicals 
addressing the topic of book theft deal with techniques 
which constitute an environmental design in libraries to 
Bjinimize book theft. These include the 'utilization of 
electronic devices, th^ allowance of only one exit, the 
rearlrangement of furniture, the placement of shelves for 
better viewing, extension of library hours and the assign- 
ment of fines to book thieves (Savage, 1959;i Reneker, 1970; 
Quick; 1964; Feret, 1972; Berry, 1965; Morrison, 1966; 
Clark and Haydee, 1969) • The factors discussed most 
frequently in the literature ^were included in this study's 
survey. Students were asked '^to evaluate^lzhe efficacy of 
the^ addition of electronic devices, the ass-igrimerit^ of 
fines to book thieves, the provision of more library hours, 
and the instigation of publicity campaigns in ci^rbing book 
theft. The hypotheses drawn from the literature were that- 
such environmental changes' will reduce book theft,* 

Bureaucrat ic Factors ' *^ ' ' 

A second area of the literature to be considered 
was derived from a stud^ by Oliner and Manuel (1975). In 
this study, they tested assumptions that th^ft is in. 



* ^Ttnmphries (1974) thinks that students used the theories 
presented in this discussion as rationales. . However, he 
believes that the only way to deter crime is by changing 
the environment. * * - 
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response to material deprivation, for Icicks, and for status 
pressure (the idea that the act itself makes a person 
appear more like an adult). They also explored the ideas 
that stealers have a significant other, a member of the 
person's family, peer group etc., that stole and that 
people who steal book3' do so as a political protest. From . 
this examination, they found that both stealers and non* 
stealers perceive material deprivation as a powerful moti- 
vation to steal and that more 'stealers than non-stealers 
believe role models encourage people to steal. In 
addition,' Oliner and Manuel found that stealers increasingly 
rationalize their behavior by saying that they steal in 
protest against the university.; Stealers feel that big 
business and the university are related; as a result of 
this relation they feel that their university has lost 
touch with. their values. 

An intriguing s^tudy by Erwin Smigel (1972) concern- , 
ing attitudes toward* stealing in relation to the victim 
organization has some of the same political protest 
overtones as the Oliner and Manuel study (1975). Smigel.-^ 
found that while the 212 Indiana residents interviewed , . 
generally disapprove of stealing, if forced they would 
prefer to steal from large business, first, from government, 
^second and finally, from small business. The princi*ples 
involved seemed to Smigel to be ".least .evil** (they think , 
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that big business has excess profit, that big business 
.cheats the general public) and ''least risk/' - Although 
these two were the main factors , Smigel urges other 
variables like anonymity, bureaucracy, power, and imper- 
sonality may play a part in the respondents* decision- 

A study by Stern (1966) on the effects college 
environments have on students may indicate why these 
findings are particularly relevant to book theft in a large 
university setting. Stern found that schools with over 
12,000 students such as The Ohio State University, tend to 
►have "low student dignity." "Low student dignity" is 
defined as. students having little voice in the affairs of 
the university.* 

Stern's findings in light of Smig^l's and Oliner's 
and Martuel's studies suggest that students might feel more 
comfortable taking books from a larger- university than a 
smaller one &r even from a larger library as opposed to a 



* A study by Pace (1964) in which techniques similar and in 
some cases identical to Stern's were, used, found^the ^ ^ 
values of the larger university and these of the students 
of the larger university are the same. Furthermore, if, 
in some case, university values conflict with .the 'stu- 
dent's values, the student will yield his values and the 
values of H\s peers in favor of the university. Neverthe- 
less, this aVparent discrepancy between Stern's and ' 
Pace's findings may be explained' by the fact that, / 
although there, is, wide, variation between colleges and' 
departments, students belong to a more dominant culture 
which is' pVacti-cail^ and status oriented. Perhaps this 
dominant culture encourages the/ students • to at least 

. accept or perhaps adapt their values to that of the 
university itself, i'f they conrlict. 
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smaller library or department 1 1 hra^^y-wjL tJi which ^a-^-^-ttrd^t 
may identify. If students feel the school itself does not 
fulfill their* values and the university is more concerned 
with administrative efficiency rather than with the values 
of the student and/or the student fe^ls there is less chance 
of being caught . steal ing from a larger library, the student 
may be more likely to steal books from a larger university 
or library. Using this analysis, three hypotheses will be 
^^yived. These are: people steal books in protest against 
the university which they think is like "big business;" 
students feel there is less "risk" stealing from a large 
library than a small library; students feel less guilty 
stealing from a large library than a small or department 
library. 

University Setting Factors 

A third^.area of t^S^iterature c^>^>cerning theft in 
the university setting will be presented. Six out of seven 
shoplifters interviewed by Walter Lunden (1966) in his 
study of college shoplifters revealed that they shoplifted 
because it presented a challenge or because it was an 
acceptable way to obtain items for themselve^ or others. 
Lunden summarized his study by sayifiig shoplifters stole 
tooks for "kicks." Only a small per cent of students in 
the Olincr and Manuel study and a small per cent of the -non- 
stealers m Lundcn's study felt "kicks" was a rationale for 
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stealers (Oliner and Manuel; 1975, Limden, 1966). Still, 
the hypothesis that students steal library books for kicks 
will be examine\l in this research. * 

A second description of college theft is derived 
from a study by Poland. In his research of colTege students 
at Purdue University, Poland (1971) explored the hypothe'sis 
that theft among college students is a gang type behavior.* 
Hie found class background and attitude toward the law of 
nrale stealers to be the same as male non-s tealers . Asid^ 
from class rank, the only difference which appeared be tweeh 
stealers and nqn-steaTers was that stealers participated 
more in premarital sex, marijuana smoking and liquor buying 
for minors. Consequently, Poland's hypothesis was * 
unsupportcti by his research. Similarly, Waldo and Hall 
(1970) found that attitudes among junior high students 
towards the criminal justice system did not differ signifi- 
cantly be'tween those who had and those who had not violated 
the law. .Yet, when E.W. Vaz (1969) studied the attitudes 
of public and private high school students, he found 
private sc^iool b©ys. had a less rigid interpretation of the 
law. He also found that private school .boy.s had a greater, 
propensity to speed in their automobile, drink alcohol, 



* Pcr-land based, his study on Sutherland's and Cressey-*s 
notion of differential association. Poland interpreted 
this concept by say inp, . stealers learn methods and atti- 
tudes from their friends. 

20 
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etc. This research suggests that one of the ccnn^anents of 
library book theft might be one's peer or family view of 
book theft as well as the view the stealer and the general 
community hold on the degree of 'brightness" or "wrongness" 
of stealing a book. 

Wliitc Collar Crime Factors 

The hypotheses identified thus faY deal with the 
effectiveness of changing the environment, that book theft 
is affected by bureaucracy and may ,be a result of people 
viewing the university as a "big business," that books are 
stolen for kicks, and that_book theft is a resdlt of gang 
behavior. The major thrust of the study, however, is to 
examine library book* theft as a form of white collar crime* 
In this regard, discussion of library book theft will entail 
a description of the types of pressures which may lead to 
book theft, a comparison of library book theft with shop- 
•lifting, and a discuss'ion of the white collar crime 
perspective may be appropriate to analyze library book 
theft in an academic setting. 

From the literature review 'and from selected inter- 
views by the researcher, it appears that library book theft 
is a response to pressure. Curtis, a security expert, 
argues that this pressure is a kind of social psychological 
pressure; for example, a \izy to compensate for a highly 

I 

neurotic need (Nunes, 1972). Other librarians, however, 

• ' 21 : 
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feel that academic pressure is the major moJ;ivation of ' 
boolc thieves.* Lee Zimmerman (1960) in his ^rticle, 
"Pilfering and Mutilating Books,*' and Maxine\^enecker on 
the basis of her nationwide survey both feel academic 
pressure is the primary explanation to account for library 
book, theft. Norman Vines (1969) who investigated book 
theft in two high school libraries, one in a higher? and 
one in a lower economic area, also feels academic pressure 
is important. Finally, the opinion that book theft is 
due to academic pressure is echoed by Rita Schefrin in her 
iritroduct ion \to her synopsis of library security systems 
(Schefrin, 1971). 

Response to this pressure by the academic book 
thief is parallel to that of the shoplifter* Shoplifting, 
according to Cameron (1969) involves a drive for ecoiromirc^ 

jg aj.n and no legitimate means of obtaining it. Shoplifting 
entails a sort of material deprivation , a group to instruct 
and group support. Material deprivation has been mentioned 

.several times in the literature. Material deprivation used 
in this. context has a speciaj conhotation. Material 
deprivation, for book theft, and perhaps for shoplifting as 
wcll,^^ a material deprivation of needs artifically , 



* Althoiigli^ this research is not dealing directly with muti- 
lation, it -is interesting to note the ideas of those who 
.have studied it. Mutilators responding to interview by 
Clyde Hcndrick and Marjoric Murfin (1974), revealed that 
tliey mutilated books because of pressure of assignments. 

22 
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created by the system and not necessarily required by the 
ij^dividual to survive. The deprivation may be related to a 
perceived need by the individual to maintain his or her role 
in a system or culture. The model of library book thieves 
being comparable to shoplifters has also been suggested by 
Kaye Gapan (forthcoming) in her analysis of book theft. In 
sum, it appears that like the shoplifter and the white 
collar ^riminal as described by Sutherland Cressey , Geis, 
and many others, the patron vvho removes books in an 
unauthorized manner in the course of his or her; work, his 
or her role as a student, does so as a result of the 
pressures of his or her status rather than for a source of 
income. 

The researcher has taken a electic approach, 
because no research has necessarily made any of the hypothe- 
ses less tenable- with regards to library.book theft. 
However the researcher has emphasize:d-tlie white collar crime 
framework because this perspective seems to encompass the 
aspects of crime, types of behavior, grouD attitudes, unclear 
definition of the act, and motivations for the act, the most 
completely and concisely. This perspective seems applicable 
because library patrons, particularly at a university, are 
generally from a middle-clas^s background. Finally, this 
p^s-pective is supported by the opinions of librarians who 
have studied fhis/^roblem although only one librarian, 
Gapan, has -plapp^ it in such a ^framework. Therefore, this 

23 • , 



perspective seems to be tlie most appropriate for the library 
book theft phenomenon. 

Library book theft a^ears to be a type of avoca- 
tional crime, that is a crime by a person who does not think 
of himself as a criminal. (Avocational criirfe is a term 
coined by 'Geis, 1974 . y His or her major source of income 
or status comes from a source ather^ than the crime 

the person commits. As suggested by Kaye' Gapan 
(1975), library book theft may also be deterable by publi- 
cally labeling it as a ^rime. The act of library book 
theft'will be defined for this research as the ^intentional 

4 

removing of books from the library in an unauthorized • 
manner (Green, 1964). 

This chapter Fras summarized the literature dealing 
with library book theft. T)\e perspectives that will guide . 
the analysis of the data are: library environmental design, 
bureaucratic factors, library book theft as Motivated by 
kicks, library book theft as a result of gang, behavior, 
and white .collar crime factors. The following list/ of 

hypotheses will be tested. " ' . ^ ^ 

A, Library Factors / 

1. Electronic devices will/ curb book theft. 

2. More xeroxing machines 'will curb book theft. 

3« Fining book thieves will^curb -book theft. - \ 
4. Conducting publicity campaigns will curl) book,/ 
theft. 2i '^^ 



5. Library book thieves do not have enough time 

to use the library. 
'6. The expensGi^*'of-ixeroxing motivates people to 
steal. 

V 

7. Student security guards will, curb book theft. 

B. Bureaucratic Factors^ 

1. People steal books in protest against the 
university which they think resembles "big 

* business." 

2, Books are more likely 'to be stolen from larger 
than a smaller library. . 

3» Purpose of library (e.g. department, reference) 
affects place wherp books are stolen.*^ 

C. University Setting Factors 

1. " Book thieves steal books for kicks. 

2. Book 'thieves le^^^T^eir methodsyfor stealing 
• - rather tl)/n develop method^ tl^Mselves. ' 

3. ' Perception of brightness" or. "wrongness" of / 

' \ ^ ^ ' / , 

book theft is shared by book thieves and .their 

/ / ' > 
friends. Book thieves will define, the act as 

the book thieves* friends do/ 

D. '^^hite Collar Cr im^j\Fat^ors 

1. People are unsure. Hf library book, theft iS 

right or wrong. \ ^ 

.1 * 



* Direction of relationship is not hypothesized. 
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2. Peoplq steal books becanso^of academic pressure 
.a. Students deal- with /tiff competition by 

them from their.. 



stealing books tcv 

/ 

peers. 



keep 



4. 

/s. 



b. Students steals books because they scannot 
afford to buy books< a. - 

c. • Students.^^teal books to get better grades. 

d. Students -^teal books to have the books for 
>*^their: personal collection* 

e. Grade point, class rank, and college may* 

influence academic^ pre'ssure. * 

/ ^ ^ 

Stealer's friends perceive book^heft as l^d^ti- 

mate. / • ^ * 

/ 

Stealer/ are of middle class background. ^.'^ 
Sanctions agains.t H'ook theft are not ^f ten 
en-fbrced. Whe;^ they, are, the -sanctions , do not 



/. . / affect th^ Stealer's "iife- chances.*** / ^ 
Eaqli of tliese hypotheses will ^t>e indiviclually e:?^amined and;' 
^mmented upon in Chapter iy; \ ^ , 
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* Direction of relationship is not J^pothe$ized. . 
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CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY 



The case study method will be used in this research. 
This method was chosen because the study is exploratory in 
nature, the results o£ this research will determine if more 
research is warranted. The library system at The Ohio 
State University is a good choice for study because its 
library system has*a wide variety library materials and 
security systems. Also a representative sample of The Ohio 
State University student^ popula^tion provides as much 
heterogeneity in respondents as possible. 

A discussion of why and Jio.w this particular sample 
was chosen, how the questionnaire was developed and 
administered, and vhat techniques. of measurement were ^ 
employed will be presented in the following sections. 

Sample • ' ' 

The sample was drawn from college students* enrollett- 



* Undoubtedly a major fa'ctor in the library loss rate -is 
employee theft. In fadt, Mary Crfmero^ (1964) in her works 

/ on shop-lifting estimate's the loss ra/c due to employee 
' theft a't 67 per cent. Moreover, in/tanccs of library 

• employees stealing books have been/cited in the libr-^ry 
/ literature CALA Asks Victimized Libraries to Contact 

- Librarians Guilty of Stealing Pc/taining to Special 

Committee, 1964; Librarians Gui/ty of Stealing Purloining 
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i'n various classes at The Ohio State University in the fall 
of 1975. The classes were chosen because the researcher was 
interested in surveying a heterogeneous sample with regards 
to experience with library materials and deterrent systems 
and with regards tp class rank and field of study.* 
Classes were chosen' by examining the enrollment of all the ^ 
classes in the fall quarter of 1974 each college on the 
basis of class rank and college. If thfe enrollment books 
v;ere unavailable, deans or administrative assi-stants or in 
one case the counselor of the college ' lis ted courses that 
would have students of intercollege diversity** and a. 
majority of juniors andseniors. The ^ researches concen- 
trated on jijjniors and seniors because a p'oll by The Ohio 
State UnivejTSity 's PULSE* (1974) Indicated that juniors, •* j 



Convert/ing Federal Property 6n Loan to Library. 1964) 
Some of these concern ^mployaes abusing their check-.olit; 
privileges; others deal with stealing from rare colle^ctions 
William Bond (1973) in his drticle on book store security- 
suggests, in addition, thatrrapid turnover leads to thgjEt^ 
At The Ohio State University .the turnover rate for both 
student part-time employees and civil se^rvice equivalents 
(clerks, library assistants, for example) is 25. per cent 
per year (The ^Ohio State University, 1975). HdweVer, 
because of time and monetary .limitations and because the 
researcher suspects the self report rate would no^ be as 
valid among library employees, this study will be limited 
tjo an examination of students. , / 

The librarians at ThePii-itrState ^Jniveifsity conducted a 

^h-irsor 



study similar to^h^irs one in 1973^-74 u$ing only library 
patrons for a<5^ple. Sampling a grouj) of stud^ts more 
varied, in type ancj frequency of library us_g.,^^^^^iril serve as 
a check on their ^shidings . ^ /""T"'"^ { 

An example of a claVs with intercqlle'ge diversity \^oui^ be 
Accounting 21s2^wi tjx bu^^ncss^ admirtis^^^ finance; ' 

Marketing, anci>ecpuntin]3^^d >erha^^ other 
colleges taking accoljTrtHb-rig^^^:avpr^^^ law school. ' 
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and Seniors were the principal users of the library system. 

Classes were selected from this list by practical * 
consideratiSns.* These classes were:. Microbiology, 509, 
'French' 101, Statistics 125, Accounting 212, Sociology 430, 
' Classics 120, • Astronomy 150, English 290 , English 205, and 
Sociology 790. Although choos-yig classes on a practical 
consideration may have introduced systematic error into the 
sample, midway through^*^he^ survey answers to the questions 
concerning demographic variabl^e^jvere reviewed and the 
sample characteristics were found to b^ i^presentative of 
the students at The Ohio State University. 

Questionnaire « ' . , ' 

fhe questionnaire method was deemed the most' 
appropriate way- to tap the opinions of many students in a 
variety of fields' and all class ranks. -In ^addition, the 
questionnaire, particularly a sel f^ administered one such as 
this, facilitated obtaining a large sample quickly. The 
questionnaire was administered by the researcher in nine 
classes and by the researcher's colleague in one class, 



* Practical considerations include if the researcher was 
free when the class wa^ offered, etc. If the researcher 
knew the instructor she contacted the instructor before- 
hand to arrange an appropriate day to survey. If the 
^researcher did not know the instructor, she arrived ten 
minutes before the class was there, explained her research, 
and asked the instructor for permission to "Survey the 
class. Although no instructor refused, the instructor of 
Accounrt^ng 212 asked the/ researcher to return later on in 
the *^*vyeelc I because/ the class was reviewing for an examina- 

' tion. / 




Sociology 790. Of the 446 questionnaires administered, 14 
per cent or 66 questionnair.es were unuseable because they 

✓ 

were answered in a haphazard manner or were incomplete.* 

The questij^n^aire was developed from the review of 
the literature. It was pretested twice; each time to 
twenty people as they entered or exited from the Main 
Library.** The original questionnaire was revised after 
the first pretest based on the comments of the researcher *s 
peers and professors as well as those of the respondents 
original. A second pretest questionnaire was composed/ 
primarily of closed-ended responses which wouljd allow /easy 

coding and easy replication of the study. A copy of /this 

i 

questionnaire can be found in Appendix A. , 

Although slight alterations and modifications were 
made to accommodate the idiosyncracies of each classroom 
setting, an effort was made to keep a cons istent /procedure 



* These questionnaires were however analyzed apart from 
the "good" data^. The answers, except for tme responses 
concerning motivation, were similar to the/ general 
sample. Those who answered the questionnaire in a \^ 
haphazard manner more frequently chose outsmarting the\ 
library and stiff competition as motivations for book 
theft. Although more than, one half of t/hese , respondents 
left these q^uestions blank,^the demographic variables / 
that were auallable indicate that these' people parallel 
thjeT other stud6^nts in ythe study in back^roun-d, except 
for field of study* /Business adminis't/ration students 
most frequently completed the ques tio/inaire haphazardly. 
No nurses or allied/ medical students /completed the 
questionnaire in ari inconsistent maiyner. 
** The self-report rate from these quOyS tionnaircs was 5 per 
cent. 



from claps to class.* Questionnaires were given to students 
already ^^eated and to others as they entered the clasSTo6m/ 
No questionnaires were given to students who entered the 

' 'i ' 

classroom five minutes after the hour unless they insisted 
on failing one out after hearing the atopic of the question- 
nairb.** Before and while the researcher distributed the 
remaining questionnaires to latecomers, she introduced her- 
self by name and explained that the questionnaire was being 
done in co-operation with the Department of Sociology and 
the library. At this point and several times while, the ^ 
students were completing the ques tionnairey^t was' emphasized 
that the responses were anonymous. Other than those printed 
on the/ questionnaire^ these were the only instructions 

given/.*** The questionnaire took between seven and thirteen 

• / ' / / 

minutes, to complete. After the questionnaires were 



* While the ^researcher was survey^g\she was concerned 
.about the varying amounts of interes^and co-opefation 
tha>t^he classes seemed to have in thi^study. However, 
when T-l^ results obtained from each , class were ^ompared 
these differences did not appear significant extept in 
the case/of business administration. The researcher 
surveyed/ a class with bus*ines^ administration students 
on a dav students were discussing their test results. 

* This titne boundary was -set to maintain a degree of time 
consistency from class to class as well as to prevent 
the questionnaire from taking too much tTfhe^^away from 
tne instructor's planned' lecture . 

* Yet as the researcher became aware that peo(:)le were not 
taking the questionnaire as seriously as they m.ip^t, she 
strc^ssed the importance of the straight answers to the 
questionnaire honestly so the results would be effectivp 
in ytipgrading the library's ability to serve them^ 
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returned to researcher, she debriefed the students.* 

After each surveying session^ the researcher assigned 
a three digit code to each questionnaire ^vith the fir^t 
number being the same for each questionnaire completed in 
one class. This was done to aid comparative analysis of-- 
each class. In addition, the researcher logged comments, 
events, and the procedure implemented in the preceding 
session, ' 

Questionnaires w|ere then coded and key-punched.*'^ 
The few numerical answers were coded as given. Other open 
ended quest ions such^ as / those dealing with demographic-, 
variables were collapse^d and assigned a numeric code. If a 
person wrote an answer^in, an answer code was develo'ped to 
include it too/.*** Fi^hally, if the person made comments 
about the questionnaire, a x^uestion or questions abc/ut 
library book /theft o^ about the library itself a speciad^ / 
note in the form of ^^_pde-33tas_ made on the questionnaire's^ 
respective, computer /card. / 

Measuremeivc / / 

I I ^ 

There is no official record kept by/ law enforcement 

/ 



* Only dne questionnaire was not coded. /That was one where 
. the researcher observed two people collaborating. They 
'v^ gave ^nswers /like president of the United States as 
\ father ' s occ{j^pntion. „ 

This ' occured/with "^four questions- and only in one case 
did the written-in response^cxcced 2 per cent of the 
total. Witl) that question wr^i^ls^n in response repre- 
sented 4 per cent of the total ^a^wers%, 



agencies qr courts of the amount of library book theft, 
so it i's a hidden crime. There are two ways of ascertainr-ing 
data on hidden crime, victimization studies and self- 
report studies. Although libraries, the victims of 
library book theJ:t, have computed rou'gh estimates, the" num- 
ber of stolen books can only be guessed at. Since the 
victimization rate is difficult to determine, self 
reporting is the remaining technique. Most of the research 
reviewed in Chapte^^ II utilized the^el f -report T:echnique 
to determine the number and characteristics of participants 
in theft. In addition, this technique has beenXused with, 
populations similar to coll^^ students. In this^study, 
the researcher also relied on the self-reporting technique 
to distinguish book thieves' from non-book thieves.* 

This technique was perfected in 1957 by Nye and 
Short (1957). It has been used extensively since then^for 
example to compare self-report data with such traits as 
social-etonomic class (Clark and Wennige^, 1962) self 
concept (Tangri and Schwartz, 1967) and official records 
(Gould, 1969). Other^ have tried to validate the results ^ 
of self-report, dtita by accompanying i^ with a polygraph 
test (Clark and Tift, 1966) or with tli'e co-operation of 
self-reporter's friends (Hood and^parks, V^T\. 



* While many sources were used for this discussion, the 

framework for* this discussion is based on Hood ahd 
^Spark's discussion^ pag^s 46 to 70. 

3G 
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There are two methods of admin i'S tearing the self 
report technique, interviewing an3 self-completion, 
self-completion techniqtie was employed dn this^^^udy. 
Although the self-completion technique Ji^^^J^fign (^.tt tlr^^ 
because it encounters such difficulties as general compre- 
hension and poor motivation both^Dentler and Elmhorn 
found the per cent of questionnaires discarded due tov^his 
reaction to be 3 to 4 per cent and.O.SVper cent respectively 
(Hood and Sparks, 1970). Furthermore studies usiHg this, 
technique have not found exaggeration to\^ much of av. 
^problem. What may compound this problem of exaggeration 
however, is a person's interpretation of a question (Hood 
and Sparks 1970) •* Hopefully some of these misconceptions 
were. eliminated by the 'pretest and by the fact that the 
researcher and the persons in this study both attend The 
Ohio State University. Siaice the researcher shares the 



►umi 



same middle-class background as the majority of the students 



and the same uni^^rsity education the resear^s}ie\ should be 
able to use a vocabiHary comprehensible to both^-^^Since thfe 
researcher and the subjects have similar vocabulari^^this . 
study should not encounter many of t:he problems of other^ 
studies using the seJLf-report technique where the researcjier 



y \ ^ ' ^ ■ 

^ Martan Gold found in his study that mVi;^ upper or middle* 
cldss white boys tended to confess accici^tal qr>-^rival 
acts of property destructionT' as a violation fhat did poorer 
white boys\(IIood and Sparks, 1970). This should not be 
important in this study., 



, is older and may be of a different culture or class than 
his subjects. Another method to^eliminate this problem was 
to ask the respondpnt to sp^ecify the use oi Xhe book after 
it is taken, f6r example: di\^you keep it,, sell it, or 
return the book eventually. Finally, the self-bompletion 
technique promotes anonymity. 

Occupational and educational levels were grouped 
according to the Hollingshead scale (Hollingshead, 1964). 
The income was, c^egorized by Bureau of the Census listings 
(Bureau of Census, 1972). ' 

♦ Crosstabulat ions and frequency distributions-* were 
chc^en to analyze this data because most of the data was 
nominal. The mode and index of dispersion were .us^d to 
describe the central tendency and variability of tJi^e— ^^a< 
Chi-square was used to. test for independence among the 
components of the various perspectives: library factors, ' 
bureaucratic factors, urJri^ersi^ty setting factors, and white 
collar crime factors outline^in Chapter II: — "Chi-'square 
was also used, to test the relatid^^hip the demographic 
variables have with' the components of the hypotheses as 
'well.' Chi -square was qmpl|)yed as a test^fbr signil^rC^ance 
betW^^n thdse who reported either that they themselves_or \^ 
that their best friend, stole boolc^ and those who did rfot.'^'' 
The significance level was ^t at 0.05. Phi, or where ' 
appropriatt2, /cramer's V><vas used to* measure the degree of 
association* 
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in this chapter ^4^e sampling, questionnaire con- 
struction, and techniques for "measurement were discussed. 
The case study method was used in this research. The mass 
ajdministrat ion of the questionnaire eliminated a degree of 
self -select ion in the sampjj.e; Although it is not neces- • 
sarily representative .of th^e general populatioii, the sample 
is heterogeneous and fairly Representative of the stu'dents 
attending The Ohio State University in the fall of 1975. 
Because of the nature of the crime, self-reporting waS used 
To find tfK)se who steal books. The statistics ^pi)ropriate 
to nominal data will be employed for an;klysis. 




» 



\ 



\ 




/ 



39 



REFERHNCES ;. 
CHAPTER III ■ ' r 

■ ■ \ 

* 1965 " ; "ALA Asks- Victimised Libraries to Cpntact . ' ^ 

Special Committee^" Library Journal 89:1574. ^^^-^ 

Bond> l/illiam ' . ' ^ • 

1973 Eleven Steps Can Lead You to Curtailing ^Inven- 

tory Losses; and Crime in the Campus Bpolcstore. 
College and University Business 54:3r:53. 

Bureau of the Census 

1972 Social and Economic Statistics of United 

States, Department of Commerce*, Washington, 
D,C. . . 

Cameron, Mary Owen ^ * . ^ ' 

1964 . Booster and ^Ke Snitch., London: Free Press p£ ■ . 

Glenco, Collier, and Macmillan limited. ^ 

Clark, John ' E---'a^T3''^ug^^ P. Wenninger 

196^ V "Socio-Economi/6 Class and Areas Correlates^.of 
Illegal Behavior Among Juveniles.'* American' 
Sociological/Review 24:826-834. r 

Clark', John P. and^airy^ ; < . ... • 

1966 "Polygraph^-ati^ Interview Validation of Self- 

Reported Deviant Behavior,'* American Sociological 
Review 31:516-523.. • • ' , ^ 

Gould, Leroy C. * 

1969. ^'Who Defines Delinquency: A Comparisbn of ^ 

Self -Reported, and Officially Reported Indices, 
of Delinquency ^for 3 Racial Group^," ^jocial 
^Problems 16:325-326. 

Hollingshead, 'Augi^3t B. \ v \ 

1965 . /Two Factor J^ex of Social Position. Yale , 
Sta^ion^^cw Haven, Connecticut. 

Hood and Sparks ' . * 

Key Issues in Criminology: New York: Worl'd - 
University Libr^ary 46-70. , * 

35 •; 
40 ■ \ ■' 



1969 



"Librarians Guilty of Stealing, Purloining 
and Converting Federal *^ron^rty on-' Loan to 
Library," Li^raTyTtmrnai 94:24000. 



Nye, F. Ivan and James P. Short - ^ 

1957 "Scaling Delinquent Behavior." American y 

Sociological Review 22:326-331. 

19"75 Personal Office of the Ohio Sta^te^Libraf y 

Interview held ip Ohio State Unive?^:i;t^!:M 
Library Room 208, June 1957. 

The Ohio State Univer^it)^ 

"1^74 ^ Ail Ohio State University Poll Report on /. 
Student J^ibrary Usage. The Ohio State 
University, Columbus ^ Ohio. 

Trjjigri, Savera and Michael Schwartz 

1967 "Delinquency Research and Self Concept Variable,' 

Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology and Police 
^ Science 55:182-190. ^ 

■ " • ■ • • ■ ' \ 




-. I 



41 



r 



■ CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
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This chapter Hill report the opinions and demograr 
phic variables of studentvS- who completed the questionnaire, . 
with a separa'te examination of those„.j^ ho admi tted to book^ . 
theft. First, students^ opinions of 'the seriousness of 
library book theft will be examined. Setorid, studentrs' 
opinions about people • s * motivations to take^5^oks, about 
what factors a^ect^ the procedure involved in taking books, 
ancl abput what methods^.j:4^tr5C^el would be effective in 
curbing bi:>ok' theft will be discuss^d^, The second part of 
this chapter will contrast ^tha backgrounds and opinions of 
those who admitted to stealing books and those who., did , not. 
The third and fourth section'; will deal with how the 
findings supported the hypotheses outlined in Chapter 11 arid 
the implications of these findings. | ' .. 



Students Opinion -^'^ 

As Tables 1 through 9 rncidate, tlie student §kmplfe 
was heterogenec/us on all variables. The ^distfi'bution of i 
this sample i// similar to The Ohio State University', Pollys 
distribution, given in- Appendix This sample contains ^ 
a greater proportion bf juniors anci seniors than in The 

37 ' ^ ; 
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Ohio STate University populat iofi'v Otherwise, howover^ the 
sample is fairly representative of The Ohio State University 
population for the Fall of 1975 ^as well.* 

The student sample was divei*se with regard^ to 
fields ^/f study. Over 20 per cent of the sample are in a 
profCiSsioa^J. field of study. . Approximately 15 per cent of 
the student' jespondents are in agriculture, home econoitiics 
. or, natural^resources . Those who studied social^-ajgd 
behavioral sciences composed 14 per cent of the^ sample 
jpPi^ , 1) . ' • ^ ^ 

,y the sam]j)le.--irs^almost eqfaa4..|^ divided between males 
and females (See Table 3), The class Vtanding^of -Students 
was skewed toward more advanced students (see TaSlt^^J • 
S^eniors ^ composed 20 per cent the sam^ple and juniors, 20 ' 
p6r cent of the sample^, while freshmen ^comprised 15 per cent 
of 'the sample ;' The ^eatpV proportion pf^^uniors and * 
seniors were "included in the^ sample .because 'va 1974 poll by 
The Ohio State University's poll found that juhlors and 
seniors use the library more frequently tl^an underclassmen. 

The social-economic background of the sampl^\i^^ also^ 
skewed towards 'the middle class (see Tables 4 throu&h 7). 
MediuPi professionals -administrative personnel/ Te/ser ^ 
professionals, proprietors of medium business ($35,000 to 

' ' ' ' • . \ 
. ^ \ 



/ 



* The researcher examined the statistics giyfen by The Ohio 
State University Statistics. 
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Respondent's Field of Study** 

\ 





Per Cent 



rofessional and pre-professional* 



22. ;0**^ l^isrf^ 



A-griculture ,^ home , economics , and 
natural resources^ 

.Social and behavioral- sciences 

V 

Arts /and humanities 

Biological and phy5>cal sciences 

• if 

Business administration 

College. of education 

University college or general studijes 

Missing ^ ' 



14.7 

14^1 



6.8 
10.1 

ao.6 



(549 \ 

(52) 

(50) 

C37) 
(29) 
C^O) 
(12) 




Occupational gnd educatiojial levels" were grouped accord- 
ing to Hollingslread scale 61^65). They were further 
collapsed into groups^ containing 30 or more cashes. The 
income was c at e gorrg=g d " ^acc o v ' j ^ g to the BUvre^u of the 
Census (1972) listings. Uttfcfvor departm'ent was grouped 
by colleges and' later on the basis of Stern's (1966) and 
Pace *s » (1964) research on major field and-^corresponding 
attitudes: engineers , -architects , at^red meddcal p^^ople, 
, nurses aod pre-Dr6fQssionc),l ; arts .an4. hujnantt^e^ stu- 
dents, natural p-espiirces , home economics and ag-riculture 
, students; education; and fnj scellaneous including gene^*al' 
staidies, university ccfllege, and ujidecided. Other 
questions such ^.s^^^ealing a book w^jj^ categorized as 
yes or no* . " , \ ' . ; - 

** Questions ^concerning demographic Characteristics had the 
most fTjissing* answers . A few ppople wrote tl^t j:hey felt' 
these questions were none of the researcher's business 
or not app] icablc. 
*** Th^ per cents given in this and 'subscqu'fent tallies have 
. . been^- adjusted 'l;or ^missing data . ' ; ' • 



TABLE 2 
Respondent's Class Rank 




Graduate, professional, or continuing 
education ' ' ■ 




Missing 



7.5 
W.6 
31.8 
26.0 
15.1 



(28a 
t74J 
(120) 
(98) 
(57) 
C3) 



Total 



100.0 



(380) 



^TABLE 3- 
_4^esp6ndent ' s Sex 



.Fem'ale 
•Missing 



Per Cent 



51.6 
^48/4- • 



Number' 

(195) 
(182) 
(4) 



Total 



100.0 



(380) 
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TABLE 4 



^ TKe Occupation of t}\e Principal Wage .Earner 

in Respondent's Fai^ily 



Per Cent 



Number 



Major Professional 


^ 22.9 


(76) 


Medium professional^ ^ \ 


. 33.2 


(lio) 

/ 


Semi-professional and fafmefs 


11.1 


(27) 


Technical and 'clerical 


23.7 


>6o) 


Unemployed, recei^Aing some sort of 
government benefits . 


8.4 


(28) 


Missing ' / 


/ 


(38) 


Total ; . - 


100.0 1 


■ (380) 



' TABLE 5 

Contbined Family Income of Respondents 



Per Cent 



-r 



N umber 



Greater" than $25,000 
$15,0*00 - $24 ,999 
$10,00(5 - $14,599 . 
$ 5,000 -1 $ 9,999 



less than 
Missing 



$4,999 



26.4! 
34.4 
27.3 
9.4 
2.6 



1(93) 
(.121) 
(96) 
(33), 
(9) 
(28) 



Total 



100.0 



t3-80) 



46 



42 



TABLE 6 

■Education of Principal Wage Earner in. Respondent's Family 



Per' Cent 

/ 



Number 



Graduate or Professional training 

Colleg.e education 

^ /'' 

Voc;&tioual or up to thred years of 
CO 1 1 e gk j ^ 

High scJ^q^ljo^ less 
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$100,000) made lip 33 per cent; technical and clerical 
workers, 27 per cent o£ the sample. Those who were * 
unemployed or receiving some type of government benefits 
comprised 8 per cent of the sample. Educational level of 
the family was measured by asking th.c respono^nf to give 
the highest level of education of the person who was the 
principal wage earner of the family. Thirty-eight per^^ 
cent of the respondents reported that this person in their 
family had a high school education or less, 26 per cent"" 
reported that the principal wa^ earner in their family had 
a coll'ege education, 18 per cent reported that this person 
had graduate or professional training, and 1^9 per cent said 
this person had either ' vocational training or between one 
and three years of college. Sixty per cent of the sample / 
had a combined family income of $15,000 'a year' or more. 
Twenty-seven per cent had income levels between .$10 , 000 and 
$14,999 a year. This distribution indicates that most 

students in this study have a middle-class background.- - 

"— ,1 

Finally', 25 per cent of'"the sample were not dependent on . 
their parents for current educational expenses * Twenty-one- 
per cent of the sample were totally dependent on their family 
to meet- current educational expenses. 

, .Study and reference research were the principal ways 
tjiat the sample used the library.* (See Table 8). Fifty:three 
per cent of the sample used the J.ibrary between one and 

■ 48 
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three %xw^s a week; VS per--cgTU. tVio sample did not use 
the library at all (See-Talr'le 9).* 

-^^sbrr-' -Students^^ conception of this library book theft 
phenomenon was mea^red ,b^ questions concerning students^ 
perception of w"hethe\ library book theft was. right or 
wrong and studentS/perVept ion of cpnsequcnces of library' 
book the-#t-r^^rticularly . students • estimates of the 
financial- loss due to library book theft. Forty-seven per 
cen^^f the sample viewed book theft as illegal and irfdi-^ 
cated they felt pepple apprehended should be pynished. 
However, when given hyptrtJ^etical vignettes (see Appendix A) 
af students stealing library bdolss-^or a variety of reasons 
the punishments they selected 'were not severe.** Furthermore, 



* People seemed to interpret .this question as referring to 
^ habitual use of the library. Iiv other worcfs , students 

who say they used the library zero times a week did not 
seem to be saying that th^y never used the library; the 
answers to other question^: concerning library use indicate 
that these people did not consistently use the library.* 
Seventy-eight per cent of those answering the library 
.study questionnaire in, 1974 defined library book theft ; 
as illegal. hTiile 44 per cent of the people in the 73 
s^udy felt the ifidividual stealing di^d not think thi$ 
' ^ ; \ behavior was wnong, only 29 per cent of^'the respondent? 
' in the 74 study /felt this way . (Ohio State Librarians: 
: forthcoming) . | * ^ ' 

The responses to this question ra^y be biased by the 
- ' ' ' _ ' fact that .the \fording on pages prevyous to the "^one in 

which this question appear gave the^ impression that the 
reseArcheoL-thought library book theft was wrong. This 
* . could have suggested to the respondent that library book 
theft is wrong. i ' . ^ ^ ' 

Definition lof book theft is affected. by library use. 
Those who used the library, primarily for reference work 
were not as^screr^in the degr ee of badness they assigned 
to library book the^t\ " " 
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TABLE 8 



Respondent's Reascn-s- '-for Using the Library 



"Per Cent- -Numbe: 



Study 6Z.0 (241) 

Reference , . 65.0 (246) 

Study only during midterms and finals .16^0 — ( 63) 

Leisure reading • 21.0 ( 79) 

Missing- " ( 19) 

Total ' ' ■ 380 



TABLE 9 

Frequency of Respondent's Library Use ?ex Week 







Per Cent 


Number 


Zero times 




33.2 


(126) 


One to three times 




53'. 2 


(202) 


Four to five times 




8. .4 


( 34) 


More than six times 




4.2 


C 16) 


Missing 




* 


( 2) 


Total 




4 


• 380. 
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JABLE 10 

Respondent's Perception of Best Friend's Opinion 
o£ Library Book Theft 



.Per Cent 



Number 




Strongly approve 

"Approve 

Uncertain 

Disapprove ^ r"^ ' 

Strongly disapprove 
Missing 



.0 

33.. i- . 

42.3 

22.5 




Total 



^00.0 



380 



^ TABLE 11 



.Respondent's Percepl^ion of Parent's Opinion 
to Library Book Theft 



. Fer Cent 



Number 



Strongly approvje 




. 1.1 

I * 


(4) 


Approve 






(2) 


Uncertain 


J" 


.6.4 


(24) 


Disapprove 




36.2 . 


(136) 


Strongly disapprove 


0 


55.0 


(}10) 


Missing \, . ^ 


ft 




(4) 


Total , 




100.0 


.380 



students believe their best friend was more uncertain about 
approving or> disapproving library book theft than their 
parents. Only 22 per cent of the sample perci^ed their 
"best friehd*' as strongly disapproving of book theft, while 
56 per cent of the sampXe-^perceived ttnjiTr parents as 
'strongly disapproving of the act. Seventy-four per cent 
of the students cited depriving other patrons, of the book 
as the worst consequence of library^ book theft. This is 
similar to the results found by Reneker (1970) in her study 
of.Jtdbrarians and almost identical to The Ohio State Univer- 
sity librarian study. Finally, the average of. the student^^' 
estimate of the dollar loss due to book theft at The (jhio 
State University in 1975 was $55,880.* This is close to 
the $^64 ,000 estimate made by librarians at The Ohio State 
University made in 1972. 

In summary, students perceived library book theft 
as a problem and, at least 'financially , a rather serious ^ 
one. Students felt library book theft deserves punishment, 
but the majority of these 'students cHose a punishment which 
wotild hinder specifically the academic pursuits rather .than 
the entire life of the book thief. The choice of j)unishme;it 
by the student combined with the fact that students perceive 



Although some people interpreted the question to deal with 
average value of the book the person stole, and others the 
average value of a book, the aver.age response was $4.80. 
The average value of a book is $14.00 (papan, 1975). 
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harm done by book theft as deprivaA:ion of the academic 
community of its resour^ces indicates that students view ^ 
book theft as an academic crime /).niy. 

The data for Table 12 wAs ascertained by asking . ' 

I i! 

students what motivations they/perceived people had when 
they ^tole books. As Table li i/;idicate^, no one motivation, 
to steal books cledrly dominat^^ tl^e others. The most 
strongly supported motivations are tho^^>-vdealing with 

material deprivation. The h^gh .cost of xeroxmg and 

\ ' ' 

inadequate funds to purchase books were thought by N:^spt)n- 

4 



dents to bp frequent motivatio^ns for book tjjeft. The 
perc^eived/'high cost of xeroxing is affected hy library use. 
People wh^ use the libyary to study and for reference 
materials more joften felt that the high cost of xeroxing > 
is important. Twenty per cent of the students felt people 
frequently steal books in protest against The Ohio State ' 
Univer.si1i^. Seventeen per cent felt challenge was a fre- 
quenl^ motivation of^s^tealing books. A small portion of the 
total' sample felt that pressure to receive *good grades, or 
Stiff competition among pe^rs was a possible motivation for 
those who st%al books. Yhis' finding reflects the rathef 
unlikely attitude that . students are not conscious of compe- 
tition or the more likely attitude that studen^ts do not 
think having extra library resources is an ai'd-in managing 
the competition peers present. ^ 
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TABLE 12 



Reasons Given By Respondents As to \sTiy Students Steal 

Library Books ' 



P-er Cent UumheVy/ 



/ 



Xeroxing is too expen- 


.Often 
Sometimes 
Rarely , 


'30:3 
43.4 
26.3 


X1I5) 
(165) 
(1000 


Cannot afford to buy ^ 
book fof a course or 
project 


Often / 

Sometimes 

Rarel'y 


27.4 

51.5 ; 

21.1 


' . (104) 
(195) 

( so^ 


Not enoubh time to use 
book in the 1 ibrary 


OftenV 
Sometimes 
Rarely ^ 


26.2 
47.6 
26.2 


• ( 99), 
fl80) 
( 99)- 


As protest against OSU 
because OSU is like a 
Dig Dullness, 


Often 
Sometimes 

D O "V* 1 "XT 

Kare iy 


■ 20.1 ■ 
35.1 

A A 0 

f 


(• 76). 
(133) 
n 71 


As a challenge 


Often 

Sometimes 

Rar„ely 


16.6 
38.2 
45.3 


{ 63) 
. (145) 
(172) 


Extra text will help to 
relieve pressure of 
qetting good grades 


Often 

Sometimes 

Rarely 


14.2 
45.4 

to .'4.'; . . 


( 54) 
(172) 
- (163) 


Stiff competition 


Often 

Sometimes 

Rarely 


1 4.5 / 

35.4 
. 55.1 


.(•36) 
(134) 
(209) 


Total (of each category) 




* 


(380) 



* The rate of missina answers ranijed from 0 to l/ The- index of 
dispersion ran^ged from 84 to 98 per cent* Because the 
difference between each category is small the ^data was 
presented in this manner. This* procedure will be followed 
• in the subsequeijt tables of this nature?/'. 
** The pressure to get ftood grades was rated by 30 per cent 
of those people completing the library stud/ in 1974 as 
a possible Motivation to get good p^radc^^S^OE^^Rh-t'^ 
in 1973 and 26 per cent in 1974 ^of 0c' T^specti^ library 
studies said that photocopying ^.laycd a parxxiri library 

KnnV '^Vlri'P'f■ 'Tr* i-TiTrt ^^K•r•o'r►^r^e ct-n/vKr -f-Vi/iA/ -TnimAl ^^lat 19 pe? 



book theft. In the library's study they foun^ 
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"cent An .1973 and 5 per cent in 1974 thought a person 
toolc books in ordertobc paYt of a group or to gain status 
they fomid 25 per cent in 1973 and 17 per cent in 1974 
thought\people take books because of the challenge. 
(Ohio State University Librarians). 

^Although the relationship between field of study and 
pressure is not significant, arts and humanities 
students felt less pressured; social science majors, the 
most. Juniors were the most .pressured among class 
ranks.- » - • >j 

'Although the relationship- is not significant, 
majors in tne college of education seemed to feel stiff 
campeti'tion the last; professional, special spience and 
business the same. Juniors felt stiff competition the * 
most among class ranks, • 
# These categories are similarly worded to those On the ' 
qvjktionnaire. . ♦ ' 
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•» Given the dis'tributToiT'in Table 13, Students felt 

carrying out book in a purse or satchel was the most 
common technique for stealing a book. Twenty-one per cent 
of the sample felt the most common technique o^ stealing 
books was hiding in clothing. Th^ distribution of other 
answers dealing with factors affecting the procedure . 
involved book theft are more skewed. ■ Students felt that 
stealers develop their own methods to sfeal books for the 
most part (see Tablfe 14). This belief is consistent with 
belief held* by 81 per cent o£ the students that book t.heft 
is a"" spontaneous act (See Table IS). Pepple perceive less 
risk in stealing ^rc^rn large libraries (^ee Table 16). 
Seventy-nine per cent of the students did- not perceive the 
type of Library affecting the amount of guilt a person 
felt when h§ or she stole a book. However, -of those who 
did perceive the type of library as affecting the amount of 
guilt a person, felt, (15 per cent) said that they would feel'l 
guilty stealing from the main library (See Table 17). 

Table. 18 lists Jiow students rated each method for 
curbing book theft, Fifty-one per cent felt electronic • 
devices were effective. Thirty-three per cent of the 
sample felt fines were an effective method for curbing book 
theft* *. Those who viewed fines as effective were more 
punitive in responses to the vignettes. Still, when.stu- 
dents were asked ^^to choose an appropriate punishment they 
chose to ta^ke library privileges* away for a year (See 

' 56 * 
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' TABLE 13 
Respondent's, Opinion of How Books Are Stolen 



Per Gent Nqmber* 



Writing in False Date 8..1 ( 28) 

Hidinjg in .clothing ' 21.4 ( 74) 

1 

Carrying in j)urse or satchel • 57.5 (199) 
Other: hide in another book,^ 

throw out the window, etc. 13.0 ( 45)* 

Missin-g ' (4) 



Total 



100.0 380 



\ 



Mode = 



carrying in purse or satchel 



Index of Dispersion = SOo 



TABLE 14 
I- 



Respondent's Opinion of "Methods Learndd From Friends 



Per Cent Number 



Lt^arned from fi-iends * 24.6 ( 89) 

Develop by themselves' ' 70.4 (255)- 

Both ■ - ,5.0 (18) 

Missing . " , ■ (18) 

Total • 100.0 380 



Mode-^^evelop own met'hod 
In<iax o¥-4Uspcrsioh = 66 -d 
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. TABLE 15 

I Respondent's Opinion on Planiting Theft 





' Per Cent 


Number 


Spontaneous 


$0.6 


' (295) 


Plartneds 


, 18.6 


( 68) 


Both 


0.8 


(• 3)' 


Missing » . . ' ^ 

• 




. ( 14") 


Total 


100,0 


. ' ,■ (380)- 


■ ■ ■ r- ■ . - - ^ — — 

Mode^= spontaneous' 
Index 0^ Dispersion = 471 




• 


^ ^ ^ table' 16 






Respontlent • s Pprpeption of Kis^ 


Large vs .Small 


Library^ ' 




\ ^ ' '/ * 




. u ^ ^_ ' ■ , 






\ * ' 


• ^Per Cent/ 


• * Number 

r 


Large library . - r 


.■" ' 72.3 , 

» • • • 


• ^(256) 


Small libtar'): , , ' ^.> • ' 




( 97) . 


Missing . , * ^ ' ^ 




• • ■ (. 26) 


■ ' ... - » - , - — ^ : ' 

Total . T .. ' ' - 


100.0 


38*0 



Mo.d6 ~ Large Library. . 
Index of Dispcrsioii. = 801 ' 
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Respondent J-s Pferdeptj^n /6f Gui^. Stealing from 
.Different? 3^pes/of Libraries , 





Per- Cent 



Number 



Department Libx^stty . 




4.2 


C 15) 


Main Library 




14.6 


■ ( 52) 


Reference* * 




2.0- 


( 7) 


All e'qiaally 




43.4 


(155) 


None of tKem 




35.9 


(128). 


Missing ^ . 






( 23) 


-J 

• 

Total ^ '. 




100,0 - 


380. 

■ .1 
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TABLE 18 
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Respondent's Opinion 


on V/ays to Curb 


Book Theft 








Per Cent 


Number 


, Electronic devices*** 


E^ffeptive 
Somewhat 

Effective. 
Ineffective 


51.4 

43.2 • 
5;4 


(190) 

C160) 
( 20) 


Heavily^lfikie 


Effective 
Somewhat 

Effective 
Ineffective 


32.0 * 

'43.2 
•24.1 


(123) 

(163) 
( 91) 


Have more xeroxing 
.machines 


Effective 
Somewhat 

Effective 
Ineffective 


22.4 1 

42.1 ! 

35.5 • 


C 84) 

(158) 
(133) 


Student security , 
.guard 

~% , 


Effective 
Somewhat 

Effective 
Ineffective 


i 

18.6 . j 

45.7 . 1 
35.. 6 


( 70) 

(172) 
(134) 


Publicity canip^ign 

\ 

\' 


Effective • 
Somewhat 

Effective 
Ineffective 


7.2 

40.6 ■ . 
5>2.3 


( 27)- 
(153) 

(197) 


*Total (of each category) 




100.0 . . 


380 



* The missing rate ranged from 1 to 3. people; the index of 
dispersion ranged from 82 to 97 per cent.^ 
** Exit guards were^rated as 30 per cent in 1973 and 18 per 
cent effective in 1974; publicity campaigns- 21 per cent 
in 1973 and 11 per cent in 1974 in the study by the 
librarians at Ohio State University. They also found 
that 56 per cent in 1973 .and 98 per cent in 1D74 thought 
electronic dpvlces to be effective in curbing. book theft. 
It seems that this opinion varies with whether an elec- 
tronic 'device Jias been ins4:a'lled in the ^respective 
library, Whil6 98 per cent of .the students in Commerce 
Library thought an electronic device.would te'e.ffective, 
only 36 per cpnt of those in the Bio -Science Library 
thought it was important. Commerce Library obtained 
Check Point i'ft .thai year, while Bio-Sciences was. without 
such a device. 
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Tables 19 and 20). Although the- cost of xeroxing was 
reported as being a frequent motivation for book theft, 
having more xeroxing machines was viewed by only 22 per 
cent of the total sample as effective. This suggests that 
the availabiTity of xeroxing machines is not as important 
as the cost of the xeroxing. Last, publicity campaigns 
and. student security guards are considered ineffective. 

Book Thieves Opinion 

Five per cent of the sample reported stealing books 
On the average stealers said they stole three books.*?** 
Although estimates of book loss are rough, the estimates 
of The Ohio State University librarians and the estimations 

/ 

made from the data of this study coincide to some degree. 
Given that the actual average worth of a book^is $14.00, 
the loss due to book theft miay range from $.35,000 to 
$105,000 per y^r.*** Although the larger estimate is 
larger thaiv the librarians^ estimate of $64 ,000 it, is less 



* No time boundaries were given for this question. Con- 
. sequently, students could have meant they stole a 

/\ certain amount of books in one year or in their entire 
experience at The Ohio State University. 
Respondents interpreted the question dealing with what 
a person does with a stolen book in many ways. Still 
of the minority who sO'lected an alternative, 18 per 
Gent said they would return the book eventually, 5 per 
cent said they woiild keep it for a collection, 0.4percent 
said they would sell it. 5 per cent said they would 
forget -about the book and with time keep it. Fourteen 
of the 19 s tcalprs 'Said they returned the book eventually. 

*** The estimations in this study were made by multiplying 
5 pcr^cent of The Ohio State University population times 
$14.-00 times oij,e times three books to get range.' 
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TABLE 19 






Respcnd<jnt ' s Choice of Punishment for a^Book Thief 
who was a'Pre-med Student ^Ind whose Motivation 
was to Prevent Others from Using the Book 






Per Cent . 


Number 


K'o penalty* 


1.1 


( 4) 

V ^ J 


Told to return tlie book and lectured 
by the librarian 


15.3 




Take away library privileges for a 
year 


62.0 




Five days In iail and SSO fine 


16.9 


( 62) 


Six months in jail and $1,000 fine 


4.6 


( 17) 


Missing 




( 1) 


Total 


100.0 . 


380 



Mode = Take away library privileges for a year 
Index of Dispersion = 70^5 



Six people mentioned that they could not find' the appro- 
priate answer among these categories. 
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TABLE 20 



Respondent-'-s— Choice of Punishment for a Book Thief 
Whose Motivation was to Fulfill a Material Need 



. Per (^ent Number 

No penalty 2.7 ( 10) 

Told to return the book and le.ctured 

by the. librarian 32.9 (120) 

Take away library privileges 

for a year ' 50 .4 . (184) 

Five days in jai/.and $50 fine ^ 9.9 ( 36) 

Six months in jdil and $1,000 fine 4.1 ( 15) 

Missing / , • (15) 

Total / 100.0 380 



/ ^ 

Mode n take^away library privileges for a year 
Index Dispersion = 781 
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TABLE 22 (continued) 




* When less than five cases were in one cell th^ x" was 
.corrected using Fisher's exact test. Subseq^-nt tables 
with less than five cases in one cell will l^e corrected^ 
6y Fisher's exact test. 



/ 



w 

< 



PC 
(/) 

(/) 
o 

r-t 

o 

4-> 



to 



4-> 
O 
H 



0) 

>-« 

^-> 
to 



o 

:2: 



Cl4 



2 



4-> 



Cl4 



u 


^ O 


o 


o 




o 










LO 








to 


0»v 


i-t 





CO 






00 




CM 




C4 


o\ 


LO 






r-t 




• 




- 








LO 


NO 


00 


O 


I-i 








NO 


LO 






to 


CM 


I-i 












i-t 




LO 


to 





to 



\ 



































•H 
















:3 
















«=: 
















• H 
















4-> 
















p: 
















o • 
















u 
















u 
















o 
































r-i ''^ 
















05 




























i O 


O 












0 00 


•H 












8 o 


(0 






< 






1 ^ 


(0 












8 »^ 


O 






























o 


o 






























•H "~~^0 ii 
















\0 .CTY 
















^ CM > 








o 










O 4-> 














\0 O (/) 


4-> 05 


(/) 




o 


o 






« 4- ^ 


oJ u 














^ 00 II ^4 




o 


o 


o 




• H ^ 


iH 


o 






•H 






(/) 


05 


1! Ii € 


05 d) 








O 


(/) 


4-> 


CO 05 


U 


o 




o 


J-i 


• H 


O 


CM m .H ^ 


a 


to 




to 






H 





61 



O 
00 

'to 



o 
o 



o 
o 



ERIC 



66 



to 
W 



X 

to. 
tn 
u 

CO 















w # 








O 


CO 








iH 


































in 








1^ 








TO 
















o 


' o « 








a • 










• 


• 




^1 


i-t 


CO 




o 


LO 
















• 






























*=» 






Li 








O 




r 




















o « 


















'4-' 
























u 


vO 
























tn 
















1 


































* 
























































o 






2 





to 

I 



o 

CO 



o 
o 



o 
o 



o 

H 



CO 

bo 
let- 



CNJ 00 

o in 

CT> o 
iH , • o 
o o • 
• o 

O iH II 

ti u p: 

M ^ 'H ^ 



ERIC 



67 



63 



than the $140 jdCU)' estimation made based on The Ohio State ^ - 
University Library statistician's figured. Both o'f the' 
librarians' figures were calculated using 1972 data-.* 

For the most p^ari the demographic characteristics 
and opinions of those^ 'who admitted to, book theft did not 
dif ferjnarkedly from those who did not report bpok theft.** 
Because the sample of book thievbs -is small, their opinions 
Vand characteristics will be preseiit'ed in full. Special 

---^note will be made of the significant differences between 
the total sample and the book thieves. 

IVhile occupation and education are signif irtantly^ 
related to each other, only the relationship between 
occupation and those who steal books^was significant 

j (See Tables 24 and 25).' In g*«^i*al , more of the" principal 
wage earners in the families of tVose who admitted *to l)o6k 
theft were unskilled, urf^mployed, or receiving some type of 



* Students were asked if their best friend stolen books; the 
researcher's intention was to compare this rata, to the 
self-report rate. However, although the relationship 
between the two is significant at the 0 . 00>0-]r level , the 
responses of the self reporters are seldom parallel to 
responses of those who admitted their best friend stole 
books. The discrepancy may be a result of , a small sample 
in botli cases. Consequently the analysis of questions 
and how those who reported tlieir best friend stealing 
books will not be presented. The researcher, perplexed 
by this problemi interviewed 15 library patrons concerning 
the question to determine how they would answer the 
question of their bes-t friend stolen ^ooks as they would, 
if the question concerned their own behavior. Most of 
th^ respondents said they would. Of the 5 who admitted 
•their best friend stole books, 4 reported they answered 
the question as themselves. 
** Although no study has been ma4e , a review cff Director's 
Annual Report 73.-7-4 and 74-75 indicates that the book 
loss i-r~ate has stabilized around this figOrc. 
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government benefrt and fewer were major professionals^ 
Accordingly, the* income of these, families was' lower but 
not significantly IpVer than that of the total sample. 
Forty- two per cent of the .stealers* families as compared to 

27 per -cent of the. non stealers* families earnqd between 
$10,000 and $14,999 annually; 6. per cent of the stealers • 
as compared to 2'6 per cent 'of the non ^stealers • families 
earned $25,000 a year or more (See. Table 26), Other 
relationships are of interest.. First, a greater per cent 
of st-ealers did not receive help to meet "their current > 
educational expenses frojn* their parents. Second, the most 
frequent bool^'.theives were ^arts and humanities* students 
(See -Table .27) . Third, "stealers did not seem to come from 
a particular dlass rank. Fourth, a greater proportion of 
stealers used the library for leisure reading and study 
during m?.dt6rms and. finals, while frequency of library use 
did not seem to differ between the two groups (See Tables 

28 and 29). Finally, altjiough Poland (1971) hypothesized . 

# 

.that men steal more frequently than women, 53 per cent of* 
thfe men and 47 per cent of the women reported book ^ 
theft in this study (See Table 23). 

Like the t-otal sample, the overwhelming majority 
o^ book thieves felt book theft was wrong. However, most^ 
stealers did not feql the act was as v/orthy'of punishment . 
as the total, sa^mple did. Like the totail sample, the' . 
stealers^ felt the most* approptiate punishment • 113 th6 
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hypothetical vignettes was taking away .library privileges 
^or a year (See Tables 39 and 40). Sixty-seven per cent . 
of the stealers felt depriving other patrons of the book 
was the worst consequence of .library book theft. The mean 
of^ the stealers* estimate of dollar loss due to library 
'book theft per year was $17,700. 

Stealers' perception of how their "best friend" 
and how their parents felt about book theft was signifi- 
cantly different from the general sample (See Tables 30 
and 31). Although the stealers perceived theii>"**bes t 
friends" and parents as not necessarily ^^approving of 
book theft, they certainly thought they were less di'saj 
proving than the total sample did. A greater numb>efr of 
stealers were uncertain of how their "best friend" would 
perceive library book theft than the total sample. ^This 
suggests that Cameron's hypothesis that stealers have some 
group support is applicable to^^bp^k theft. 

In summary, like the general sample stealers 
viewed library book theft as an academic crime. They 
differed in that they did not feel the crime is as "bad." 

As the data in Table 32 shows, stealers cited not 
being able to afford a book as a frequent motivation for 
stea^yg more often than the total sample did. Thirty- 
two per cent of the stealers felt not hciving ^nough time 
for b.ook use iiT^tlieTTBTcrry v/as a frequent, cause of book 
theft* Twenty-six per cent of the stealers and 22 per 
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TABLE 32 (continued) 
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Some res.ponses were reclassified in a way that most 
accuratcl/ reflected the initial answer. For examiile, 
^since most people answered question 18 as morally .vrong 
the question was receded in 2 categories: those- who said 
it was ok and those who said it was not. If th.iS more 
simplified comparison yielded a significant relationship, 
more detailed analysis could be done. This process of* 
Reclassifying was done here and in ^subsequent tables. 




■J 



cent of/the stealers respectively said an extra text would 
reliev/ the pressure of getting good grades and kee<ping a 

/ 

text ^vould reduce stiff competition. Sixteen per cent of 
the stealers cited protest against The Ohio St^at^^ Univer- 
sity as a frequent motivation for book theft. 

Like the total sample, 56 per' cent of thp stealer's 
felt xrarrying a'>book in a purse^ or satchel was^ t^e^ method 
for stealing books (Se^ Table 33). Sixty-seven per cent 
felt book theft was a spontaneous act (See Table 35) . / ^ 
Seventy-two per cent of the stealers said they develop 
methods to steal books by themselves. However the stealers 
did not perceive the factors of Vleast^ risk'' and "least 
evil" as Smi^el (1972) hypothesized. Unlike the general 
sample, little difference in risk from stealing from a 



large or small library was perceived by*the st'ealers. 
Stealers and non-stealers differed significantly in their 
conception of guilt as* resulting, from stealing different types of 
libral*Tes. Although non-stealers would feel less guilty 
stealing from the main llbrsTry, stealers^ would feel less 
guilty stealing from a department library. Also, not one 
book thief chose to steal from the reference room (See 
Tables 36 and 37) , ^ 

Students in the total sample and students who- 
admitted to book^theft viewed curbs to booktheft in 
similar 3vays (See Table 38). Sixty-eight per cent of the 
stealers answering /felt electronic devices were, an 
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■ \ TABLE 38 (continued) • ^ : 
* Table S8 is presented 'in the same manner as Table 18 • 
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• Sffective" means o£ curbing book theft. In'-addition , 

althaugh the stealers were not as stringent in their view ' 
of '^fiadnes^s'^ as th.e total sample, stealers and non-stealers 
chose alrfio.st equal punishments given the hypothetical 
vign'ettes (See Tables ^9^..ait3^0) . Thirty-seven per cent 
of the stealers felt Heavy fines vC^ould be effective. ^Like 
the general sample, stealers did not feel a student 
security guard or conducting a publicity campaign were 
effective 'm6ans to limit book theft. 

In sum the differences* between the stealers and 
non-stealers were: occupational level was significantly 
lower than that represented in the total sample, stealers 
did not define tHe-jJ^dnesWlj of library book theft as 
rigidly as did^ the total sample, stealers' perception of 
how their "best 'friends'* and parents viewed the act was not 
as negative -as was the perception of" the total sample's 
"best friends" and parents and finally, stealexs did not 
feel there was less ,risk in stealing from a large library 
as the majority of the total sample did nor did'they feel 
less, guilty stealing from a larger library as the' majority ' 
of the total sample did. I « ^ ' 

*. * < 'j '■ ' ' 

. J \ ' t 

Hypotheses and FrameworTcs , 

The third secticm of this chapter will discuss /the 
, extent to which the research supported the hypotheses 

i. ' > ' . • 
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outlined in Chapter IT.* The four division of hypotheses 
that wi1:i be discussfd are: library boolr-th^ft as a pro- 
test against bureaucracy, library book theft as a form of 
kicKs, Tibrary book theft as gang behavior, and library 
book theft as_ white collar crimed 

The Ohio State University was viewed by most 
students as bureaucratic.-* However the only measure 
dealing with' burisaucratic factors which was significantly 
related with all other"^ test ed components of the hypothesis 
that stealing is in protest against **big business" was 
whether^^^^dcnts think thdyHiaye a say in university 



policy. This measure is simriar'''T:xr--S^tex^^ of 
J'low, student dignity" (Stern, 1966). Furthermore, while 
Smigcl's hypothesis about "least risk" was supported by 
the opinions of the totarl sample, stealers were equally 
divided on the issue'. Only 21 per -cent of the total 
respondents felt stealing f^om the main library, compared 



* Specific components of the library bacrl^^theft phen^omenon 
will be considered in the discussion of the l itera ture 
from- which they were derived. In addition, thTse^ factors 
will be compared to various components of each hypothe- 
sis to se^if they are significantly related. A3 des- 
cribed iiTriTapter Iir, chi-square was usei^ to determine , 
if the components were significantly related at ^he 0.05 
level. ' ^ 

*^ Although 74 per cent liUed The Olxio State University . 
1 educa.fional system and 46 per cent felt that the univer- , 
sity admirfis-tration' geefncd ta care about the rights and 
privile^gc? of tkc st-vidpnts, only 10 per cent felt there 
was'littlc red.^ne at The Ohio State University^ ^fand 
■only 1-2 p^r ccjnt Tfelt the^ ha^d a say in univer/ity policy 
Book thieves likecrfhe Oliio State- Univers ity educational^ 
^ system, less than did tiQn-bp^ thievcs^T^Three- folirths df 



t<^ a department library made a difference in guilt. 
Thirty-one per cent of the stealers felt there was a r 
difference in guilt. Studciits did ftot think protest 
against The Ohio State University because it is like "big 
bu^ iness" was strong motivation for book theft. Although 
pe(|ple perceive The 'Ohio State University as bureaucratic 
t'hiis does not appear to stimulate library, book theft. 

I Although the hypotheses of Poland and Lunden^were 
not explored'fully, the .findings of this study indicate 
that their hypotheses do not apply to library book theft. 
Few of the total sample arid even, fewer of the stealers 
felt kifcks was a motivation for library book theft. 
Similarly, Poland's (1971) hypothesis that book theft is 
a gang type of behavior was unsupported in this research 
as it was in his own study. Despite the fact that 
stealers and non-stealers _ view book theft as wrong*, *a 
greater portion of non stealers felt the act was illegal^ 
.and should be punished. .Furthermore, stealers were ' 
"uncertain about how their friends viewed book theft.- It 



seems that the act was a result of gang behavior, the 
participants would be certain o^* the opinions of their 
friends and that they would^approve of the act. The 



them felt the. un^iver.sity did J^ot care about student? 
rights and privileges. The direction of the stealers ' 
in this study is the same direction of the opinions of 
stealers in Oliner's and Nfahucl's study (1975) . 



Strongest indication tha$ Poland's hypothesis is inappro- 

• pri^te is that- only 25 per cent of the st.eialers sai.d 
methods for stealing Books wer^learricd from their friends. 

' Like. the other factors , not all the hypotheses . 
derived from using. thb whites collar, crime perspective were 
supported by this study.** 

People ^who admitted they stole books came from ^ 
^ slightly lov/er middle -class background compared to the 
middle-class background' of the total sample. This 
relationship is logical, using the ,white collar perspective, ^ 
'given that the principal pressure motivating people to 
steal books was material deprivation.** Both stealers and 
non-stealers felt library book theft was wrong. But fewer 
stealers felt the act was illegal and deserved ■ punish- 
ment.*** Perception of crime was significantly related^ 
with the pei;ceivcd opinion of family and friends. A 

• significantly greater proportion of the stealers w^ere • 
uncertain about the opinions of their friends and felt 
their parents' opinion was not as negative as the total 



*MVh-en typed^the question asking the respondent's grade 
point was omitted. This error was not discovered until 
the researcher began to analyze' the data. * 
** A significant .relationship existed between those who 
pferceivedmaterial deprivation' as a reason to steal 
books and those who were less severe in punishing the 
person represented in the hypothetical vignettes in 
which material depr.ivation was the reason. 
*** Occupation of paront was significantly related .to. how 
a person perceived the severity of book thefts Medium 
and small professionals seemed less severe. 

,94 ♦ 



sample perceived the opinjion of their "best friend" and 
parents. In particular , '^he fact that the attitude of the 
"best friend^' is uncertain and th^at the book thief 
develops methods on' his own to steal makes the comparison 
between theft and shoplifting not as strong. Cameron 
(1964) has indicated that in-group instruction and group 
support^ are essentials of shoplifting. 

V 

Implications of Finding s 

In sum, this research has clarified motivations 
.leading to, methods of and' ways to curb library book theft. 

It has ' pinpointed that the total sample perceived library. 

book theft as wrong.* In fact,, almost one-half of the 

sample felt the act was illegal and should be punished. 

As .Expected • stealer s did not define act of book theft as 
.negatively as the non-steal'ersr. Even though fewer stealers 

than non-stealers felt library book thef£ was, illegal and 

even fewer stealers than non-stealers feXX library book 



theft was both il]ifegal^and that it should be punished, 
practically^ all of the st^ealers felt that book theft'w^s 



wrong. ^ \^ 

Just as there was a discrepancy in the degree of 
vrrongness perceived by the stealep^s and non-s teali^^rs so is 
tliere a discrepancy between their estimates of 'dollar loss 
to the unijversity due to library bpok theft, and tQ\tween the 
stealers and non-stealers . The average estimate made by 
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the total sample vas $S6,000.' The- average of the 
estimates made 'by stetilcTs was $18,000. Still', to both 
stealers and norl^stealer's , book theft is wr'ong pi^incipally 
because it hinders the academic achievement of their ■ 

V ; 

felllow Students; Consequently, 'the most appropriate 
panishment in the eyes of book- thieves and non-book 
thieves is taking away library privileges for a year. 

Furthermore this study indicates that- material 
deprivation is the maj or motivation for stealing books. 
Neither stealers nor non-stealers were very supportive of 
the motivation derived from Oliner's and Manuel's hypothe- 
sis that book theft is done in protest against the 
university's bureaucracy arid resemblance to "big .business" 
nor pf Lunden's hypothesis that hoo\i/^^ii is done for 
•kicl<s. Poland's hypotli)esis that the^ action g^46 oil ege 
students resembles gang behavior seems/inappropriate with 
regards to book theft principally because Jiiook theft is a 
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spontaneous act, using a jnethod the thief develops hims^f, 

bureaucratic fiactors did not influence book 
-theft. The total sample felt Ifhere, was . less risk in 
stealing from a large librar^y -than, a small one, but 
stealers were equally divided about the issue. Further- 
more, perc'eption of.(,g.uilt did not seem to play a^major- 
role in choice of location for library book theft. When a 
/ / differei^c in guilt was perceived by the respondents, 
the stealers', unlike thb^e in the total sample, perceived 

9i 
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less guilt from stealing* fronr department libraries than;*, 

' , • ' • * . t ' , • .. 

the main library. • ^ ^ • '* . ^ ' 

Occupation qI parent and use of library* ^^ere the, . 
demogfaDhic variables which yielded significant* • • - 
difference bjstween stealers and nou-steajers . .Stealers wex^ 
in the leaver portion of middle-class categc^ries ti>an the . • 
the non-stcalers which tends to explain jnaterial depp.va-^ 
tion or relative deprivation which this research evidences 
as a major motivation for book theft.' A greater portion 
of stealers were in the f ield ,pf -^rts and humanities and 
were dependent on th.cmsel^n^S'*;£X) -mj^et ^urrent" educational 
expenses* 'Demographic variables cl^a £rs rank or field 
of study did not signifiparitiy affect the amount of ' 
academic pressure. Howev^XrV ? greater numbe?* of juniors 
said that the .pre'ssure of 'g06d grades and that stiff 
competition was a motivation for book theft. -A grea^ter 
-number ^f social and behavioral science^prq?0S5ion^,l and 
business administration students felt 'stiff cbjupetition 
was a fnotivation for book thef t Sotial ' and behavioral 
science students felt the i|||ipssure of - goq'd' grades more\ ^ 
than other fields. 

Fifty-one per cent of the total sample and 68 per^ 
cent of the stealers ' felt electronic devices are effective 
means of curbing book theft. The effectiveness of 
electronic devices was supported not only by the opinion 
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o£ the sample but by. actual fact.* -Publicity campaigns 
'Were not thought to be ^effective for the most part by 

the, students . .Publicity ca'mpa^gils have been shown only to 
/be ef fective during: th^' period ' in which they are being 

cojiaucted (Gap'anj!; ,1^76)^^^' Aith stealers and non- 

. steale^rs' tUought books a*re. ^^k^ by .hi-din^ "them in 
'Clothing or . puttirig.' ^heilfi ,ii) a. satchel ' or pu^se,- student 
'security guards were- not thought to be aij effective means 

of limiting book theft by the sample. ' ■ 

Given the factors, affecting^ bodk/theft^ the 

■I 

researcher feels that the whit6 collar 'ci*ime perspective 
yields .the best tool for analysis 'of this phenomenon. The 
fact that thi; stealers perceive their '''best friends" as 
uhcertaifi' T-a'thef,^ than* ^'pproving^.bf book theft makes the, 
\&n^logy with; shojiliftihg/'nof- ^ .strojig^;/ But t/he social 
class of ' t:he stealers 'a.nd the .motdv^J-it^ of Wat^erial- 

' • ■ • M ^ • 

<ie.ptivation s.ugg6sl;'that the white •" ' / ' ' ' 
collar crimp, pi^ei'spective^ is appropriate.' the sketch of 



wKite -coUar crime, *it Was .hypo'thesizexi- tk^i- patrons" who. t ' 

steal books- do 36';in re^'Rppsc'^^to'^'acade^ic pr6ssua*e.' , If 

"some" of /the pressures' spurring li'brar/- book theft^t^me 

directly frqm the ' J)ressur'c$'^as a.stu-dent, this- research i'ii 
» • • » * * * ' 

.not clarify these. pre^s\yre'^.;. Verhaps this is^^ a'.ppss ible ' 
' ' • * « • , •» ' ' » 

research topic for. educators * ' - , ' * . 



. The Cormmcrce Library, has •r.e'pbrfed a. drop in loss rate 
. \from 6 to 0.4 pe^r cen-t XSmileyv 1^751;since the installa- 
tion of .electronic devices. * * ' 
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For the -most part , the opinions and demographic 
variables of stealers did not differ njarkedly from the 
non-stealers • Ifhen significant differences do occur, it 
is difficult to be sure if these differences arc due to 
actual variation in the oniniott^ of the stealers or i'f 
fhey are due to the small number of stealers in the sample? 

Suggestions For Further Research 

. , Given the limitation and findings of this study 

the* following suggested research projects may clarify the 

componehts of the library book theft phenomenon: 

1. Examine tKe effect in attitude change produced by 
the^ introduction of electronic devic'es-^and ques- 
tionnaires concerning book theft, • . 

' 2. Study other library 'settings to find out if the 
problem and its Consequences are perceived -as iji 
this research / \ / 

3. -Interview book tbiev(5s to explore other motivl-'^. . 
tions, ^methods ofcbook-Vth^ft ^ ^nd the d^egree iand 
nature* of ^roup' support ' . - ' ' 

4V *E?:-amina book theft, at smaii' universxt ies to re^:Tieck 
* th'e ide'a^ that theft" *^may- be. affected fe^ '9'his 

: " may.^qlso'be a w.ay of testing-^ bbw bjarpatferaty.- • - ' 
V, * -.affects bpok' 'theft. \. ' , ^ * 

5. ' EjcaminB t)ve attitudes/towards- book theft in oth^.r 
. , large, uniVei;;sitie's eitj^sr. where the students are ; 
' . - ' . ' ftore .politically 4ncXiT^ed'oi* whei^e ,the university ' 

'-^ . is riot as well organized as* the Ohio State 
, . v/; University. / - ' , • - • 



As noted ift the s'ec-tion discuss ing^.bpok thieves* opinions, 
'although the number of baok. thieves ivas sjnall, it s,^ems 
to be S(im6wfiat T^fr^sonable conside.f iag' the estimates of 
b'pok loss.' . -\ / • : ' ' • . . * 
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6. Obtain a larger sample of book thieves, perhaps by 
sampling in libraries, to see if the perceived 
attitudes and participation in library book theft 
are similar to those who admitted <book theft as 
originally hypothesized in this research. 

7. Explore grade point as an intervening variable' in 
academic pressure. 

8. Examine type of books stolen in greater detail. 
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CHAPTER V. CyN^ZLUSTON 

\ 



ThB purpose of this study has been to explore the 
motivations behind, the methods of, and the ways to curb 
library "l^ook theft at The^ Ohio State University. Four 
areas of the literature were drawn upon to guide the * 
research. These areas dealt with library factors, bureau- 
cratic factors\ university setting factors, and white 



collar crime factors. Sorte hypotheses drawn from these" 

y \ 

include: electronic devices will curb book theft, people 
steal books in political protest against the university, 
size and purpose of l\^rary affects where book theft 

V 

occurs, book thieves steal for kicks,, book theft is a form 
of gang behavior, people s.tcal books because of academic 
pressure and people are amb^ous iji their definition of 
book theft. \^ 

The/case ^tudy method ^^s lise'd because this study 
was exploratory in nature. A qud.st^ionnaire distributed in 
mass to nihe classes at The Ohio St;ate University served 
as the principal research tool. Three hundred and eighty 
questionnaires were analyzed. Niiictc\n of these were ^ 
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completed by book thieves. Book thieves were ascertained 
by self -reporting techniques. Chi-square was used to" 
determine the significant differences bet\feen stealers and 
non-stealers • It was also used to determine independence 
between the Components of the sets of hypotheses* 

The sample w<is fairly representative of The Ohio 
State University student populatTon of the fall of 1975, 
A proportionately greater number of junio^rs and seniors 
were included in the sample because they have been shown 
to use the library more frequently than underclassmen. 
The occupation of the stealers* parent and the type of 
library use were the only demographic variables on which 
stealers and non-stealers differ significantly, A greater 
proportion of the stealers in this' study were ^rts and 
humanities students and were dependent on themselves to 
meet their current educational expenses. Motivations^ 
concerning material deprivation were most often thought by 
the sample to be frequent rfibt ivations for book theft. A 
greater portion of the stealers felt that stiff competition 
and pressure for getting "good" grades were frequent 
motivations for book theft than did the total sample. As 
described by the opinions of the sample, book theft 
appears to be a spontaneous act and the book thief develops 
his own methods for stealing books. The most common method 
appears to he carrying out the book in a purse or satchel. 
Stealers and non-stealers alike think electronic devices 

j * 
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are an effective means for curbing book theft. Finally, 
this research does not support one set of hypotheses in 
its entirety; Although the sample viewed The Ohio State 
University as bureaucratic, students did not think that 
stealing books w<is done in. protest against tlie university • 
Further, while the total sample perceived less risk steal- 
ing books from a large library, the stealers* did not 
perceive a difference in risk between a large and a small 
library. Similarly, those in the total s^jnple who 
perceived difference in guilt in stealing* from deferent , 
^kinds o'f libraries said they would feel le^ guilty steal- 
ing from the main library. Conversely, the stealers said 
they would feel less guilty stealing from a depart'men^r"' 
library. . These bindings contradict Smigel^s (1970) hypo- 
theses that people are m ore likely to steal from larger 
'organizations. ^ 

In the same manner, the opinions of the steaj^ers 
and non-stealers indicate that the motivation of kicks and 
book theft as a gang behavior are not applicable to the 



library bo ok the ft phenomenon. - Lastly, this research sug- 
gests that book theft is a form of white collar crime. 
.While material deprivation is considered a frequent moti- 
vation, the research did not identify the pressures that 
affect the person in his role as a student. Although 
the attitu des of the stealer, the stealers' ''best friends" 
and parents appear to be significantly dif f erent ^from 
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those q£ the total sample the attitudes are not supportive 



of book theft. /For/these people book theft fs less 
^•wrong" thajj-'^fo^r the total sample'. 

'Finally, although the sample of stealers is small, 
it seems reasonable considering the estimations made by , 
the librarians at The Ohio State University. If one 
comT)ine5 the data librarians gathered in' their 1973-75 study 
and the data of this research it appears the loss rate 
hovers around 10 per cent of students or approximately 
$70,000 worth of missing books. 

In conclusion, this research has described the 
methods invglved in, the considerations of, and the moti- 
vations behind library book theft on the basis of the 
opinions of stealers and jion-s tealers . The findings served 
. to clarify some factors apparently not involved in book 
theft, namely kicf:s as a motivation and gang behavior as 
a form,. Further, this research has suggested .library 
book theft as a forn/o^f vhite collar crime. This research 
however, has contributed* a description by participants in 
library book theft and by the students. In this way, this 
"research has begun to fill the gap present in the litera- 
ture on library book theft and lias pointed the way for 
further research. Finally, this research may be used by 
librarians when they evaluate means to deter book theft. | 
It may also aid librarians in determining the financial j[ml 
circulation goals the library wants to meet. Although this 
study focused only on academic libraries, and it is* not . 
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wn if patrons of academic libraries are similar to 
library patrons outside the academic setting, the following 
discussion might also be useful to libr.arians outside the 
academic community . 

. The opinions of stealers and non-stealers alike, 
indicate that financial loss is not the most important 
conse^^mc^of library book theft. To these people, 
deplsiving other patrons of the library book is the worst 
consemaence of this theft. It indeed may be that in an abso- 
lute sense stealing library books is as wrong as st.ealing 
any other item. Yet given the fact that students feel the 
most appropriate punishment is taking away library * * 
privile^ges for a year, it^ is questionable if publicly 
labeling library book theft as a crime would be acceptable 
by the academic community. WTiile the threat of prosecu- 
tion may deter the crime, employing the proper structure 
necessary to apprehend and prosecute students may be 
difficult.* For example^ how would tHe university community 
feel about having police officers around the library and " 
arresting book thieves? This research indicates that most 
students feel fines of $50.00 or more and jail sentences 
are inappropriate punishments. Further, it is doubtful 
police would give this crime high priority .unless the 
university community strongly demanded it/, if tjien . 



Not enough time has passed to evaluate the recent action 
of the library to use the Ohio Code. 
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Since this and other studies Inditat'e that theft is 

a result of ne<?d perhaps the best solution t^o the, book 

th^t problem is to supply more booses. The librarians 

and, the community believe that a wide circiHat^ion is the 

most important function of' t^ig^ library , Pe.rhdps then, ^ 

librarians should spend ?aoney that would gO* for security 

^guards, turnstiles or electronic devices on^ extra copies 

> * 

of popular and current books. The researcher is not' 

suggesting that eliminating protection devices would stop 

i 

. book theft/ l^at the researcher is suggesting Is that ^ 

money^ spefii on these devices might be bett^er^ syenf on 

buying multiple copies of frequently used^ books. IvTiile- 

the cost may be' the same,'<the potential for meeting* 

the goal of wide circulation is greaterl Further 

, * • 

concentrating on what books are most frequently used and 
wanted the librarians will* be more concerned with 
fulfilling the needs of theirr-patrons and the univer- 
sity community rather than limitir^g the opportunities* 
for fulfilling those needs. Is that not what librq^xians 
/^should be concerned with in the ¥irst place? 
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APPENDIX A 
QUESTIONNAIRES 



LIBRARY BOOK THEFT 



The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine some oL 
the factars concerning library book loss at Ohio State, 
Please do NOT put your name on this questionnaire. Several 
steps are being taken to guarantee your anonymity. Since 
many of the questions concern attitudes, there are no 
necessarily right or wrong answers. Please answer each 
question as completely and honestly as possible. 

These questions d6al with your opinion and experience with 
book loss at the OSU libraries in the last year. 



1. How often haVe you been 
able to find a book you 
wanted at OSU libraries 
within^ the last school 
year?" ^ ' 

2. Do you think the prin(fi- 
pie reason could not \ 
find the book was . . . 



IVhat, in your opinion 
is the worst conse- 
quence- of booJc theft'i 



a . 
b. 
c . 
d. 



a. 
b. 
c. 

d: 

a. 
b. 

c. 



0 times 

1-3 times 

4-6 times 

more than 7 times 



because you did not 
understand how to use 
the library system 
because the book was 
not lis^te'd in the card 
catalx^g 

because- the book was 

mis-shelved 

because the book was 

stolen 

financial cost to thg 
university ^ 
inconvenience to the 
patron because the. 
person wastes time 
it makes the person* 
frustrated 
it deprives other 
patrons pf thcuse of 
the book 
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4.' V/hat do you estimate is ' 
the dollar loss to Ohio 
•State University each 
year because ob book 
theft? 



How effective or ineffective would each of the following 
techniques be in curbing book theft? 



5. To install electronic 
devices like Check Point 
in the Commerce Librg^ry^ 

6. To have a student security 
guard at the exit. 

7. To heavily fine^($15.00 
or more) anyone appre- 
hended for stealing a book 

8. To have more xeroxing 
machine"? 

9. To have a publicity 
campaign explaining 
the bad consequences of 
book theft 



a. 

b. 

X 

a,\ 
b. 
c. 
■a . 
b. 

^- 

\a. 

c. 
a. 
b. 
c . 



effective 

somewhat effective 
ineffective 

effective 

somewhat effect ive 

ineffective 

effective 

somewhat effective 
ine f fective 

effective 

somewhat effective 
ine f fective 
effective 

somewbat effective 
ineffective 



NEXT, These questions are. designed to tap yout opinion on 
why people steal books. 

People steal books ^because ... - ^ 

10. They feel they don't have a. 
enough time to use the 
books in the library 

11. They cannot afford to . 
buy a bqok for a course 
or project 

12. They feel pressured to 
gpt good grades and feel 
an extra reference or 
text will get them a 
better grade 

13. ' Xeroxing^is too expensiv a. 



a. 


often 


b. 


sometimes 


c. 


rarely 


a • 


often 


b. 


sometimes 


c. 


rarely 


a> 


often 


b. 


sometimes 


c. 


rarely 


a. 


often 


b. 


sometimes 


c. 


_ rarely 
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14. It serves sfs a protest 
against OSU. TKey think 
OSU is lik:e "big 
business" i 

15. To see whether 'they can 
outsmart tpe library 



16. 



personnel 



Conipet it io^ 
they want 
no one elsie 
book 



17. How many books 
best friend 



is stiff and 
to make sure 
uses the 



a, 
b. 
c. 



a. 
b. 
c. 

a. 
b. 
c. 



often 

sometimes 

rarely 



often 

sometimes 

rarely 

often 

sometimes 

rarely 



has your 
taken?. 



18. Library book theft, is 



a. 



19. How many tiju^ 
you use the 
System? 



20. (Cheqk as miiny as apply) 
I use the library...^ 



s a week do 
OSU, library 
1 



b. 
c. 
d. 



a. 
.b. 
c. 
d. 

a. 
b. 



ok because books are 
part of the learning 
resouTC'ea of the univer 
sity and belong to the, 
student ' ' * 
morally wrong . 
illegal \ 
illegal* and shauld'be 
punished - ^ * " . 

0 times ' ^ ' , 
1- 3 times ' 
4-5 times ^ . 
more than 6* times - 

to- sjtudy 

to use 'Jeference books 
and research' materials 



c. to study only during 

midfcetms a^id finals ^ 
^ ' d. £o:r leisure readj.ng 

Please select the one best response for people in ea^h 6^ 
the following situations ^ > 



21. The book thief is a pre 



med student 



is to keep a chemistry 



text so non 
son's fello 
.could use ijt 



whose motive 



.a, 
b, 



3 of the per- 
students 
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no penalty 

told to return the book 
and then lectured by a 
librarian on the*, evils 
of book theft 
take away the person's 
library privileges for 
a year ' 
5 days in jail and 
$50 fine. 
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22. The fchbok thief is par- 
son whose father eaTn) 
less than $10 ,000. a, ybar 
The thief steals a tdxt; 
and reference books to 
study, for a hi-story test. 



23. How would your best 

friepjd react to soitieone 
who $tole a bopk ^rom 
• the library? ; 



How vj^Qiild your family? 



24* If you were to steal a 
booki which method would 
r you use? ' ' 



25. Pq you think people 
. ^geijerally . . . 



e. 



a . 
b. 



d. 

e* 



a . 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 

b. 

c 
d. 

e^ 

a . 
c. 
d. 
a. 
b. 



. 26> Do you think people.., ' a. 



b. 



6 months in jail and 
$1,000 fine 

no penalty 

told to Return the book 
and then lectured by a 
librarian on the evils 
of book theft 
♦tak^ away the person's 
library privileges for 
a year 

5 days in jail and $50 
fine 

6 months in jail and 
$1,000 fine . 

str^'n'|]y approve 
approve 
uncertain 
disapprove 
strongly disapprove 

' strongly approve 

approve 
[ uncertain 

disapprove 

strongly disapprove 

writing in a false-date 
' hiding in clothing 
carrying in purso^or * 

satchel * - ' 
other^ please specify, 

sjiontaneously decide 
to take a book 
plan to .take a book 
before they use the 
library that day or. 
night 

learn from their-' 
friends how to take 
books 
OR 

develop methods to 
take books by them- 
selves 
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i^NOV/, These questions deal with characteristics of people 
filling out this questionnaire 

27* Vi'hat is your sex? a. male 

b. female 

28. is the occupation of your parents who contributes the 

most to your family's income?' Please list the exact 
title, his or her responsibilities. 



What is his or her highest level of education? 



Your family's combined income is 



31 



How much of ypur living 
and school exp.cnses does 
your family pay for? 



J 



a. 


less than 


$5,000 


a year 


b. 


$ 5,000 - 


$^9,999 


a year 


c. 


$10,000 - 


514,99^9 


a year 


d. 


$15,000 -i 


$24,999 


a year 




$25,000 oi^ 


: more a 


year 


a. 


0^ 






b: _ 


/Li% 






c. 


1/50% 






d^ 


75% 


i 






100% 







29. \^at is yaur'niajor (department)? 



30. l^hat 


is your class rank?* 


a. 


first quartei> freshman 


b. 


freshman 


c . 


sophomore- 


. d. 


junior 


e. 


■ senior * 


, f. V 


\ graduate (Master's level) 


g- 


gradu'lte (Ph.D: level) / 


h. _ 


professional , please specify 


i. 


, other, please specify 



How many books have you ever stolen (borrowed without 
letting the^'library know) from the OSU libraries? 



Please estimate th<2 average value of each, book 
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32. If you stole \ book (bpr- a. 
rowed without Isctting the b. 
library know) wrVat did 
you do with it? \ c. 

d . 



33. Do you think there is 
less risk stealing a 
book from a 



return it eventually 
keep it for a collec- 
tion 
sell it 

forget about the book 
and with time keep it 
didn't steal the book 

large library at OSU 
small library at OSU 
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34. Would you feel less 

guilty stealing a book 
from . . . 



your department's 

library 
the main library 
the reference room 
all equally 
one of them 



a . 

b;. 



yes 
no 



35. Would you recommend to 
your best friend to 
attend OSU? 

If yes , 'Would it be . 
because. . . 

36. You like the type of 
educational system 

37. The university admia- " 
istration seems to a&re 
about the rights anS^ 
privileges of the 
students 

58. There is little "red 
tape" .at OSU 

39. Students have a say in 

the way professors 

teach, how money is 
spent in the policies in 

general / . , 

Please write any comments and suggestions you have about 
the questionnaire on the back of the LAST page of the question- 
naire. Then return the qaqstionnaire to the lady distri- 
buting them today. \ 

THANK YOU 



a. 


\es 


b. 


no 




yes 


b; 


no 
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APPENDIX B , . 

The Ohio State University Poll Distribution of Fall 1976 
Students, The Ohio State University, Columbus,. Ohio 

TABLE 41 

Field of Study 







Per Cent 


1 "~ Number 


Agriculture 


* 


7 


(24) 


Social and behavioral 




10 


(31) 


Arts and humanities 




8- 


(26) 


Physical and biological 


science 


10 


(29) 


Professional 




18 


' (54) 


Business administration 


/ 


12 




Education - 




17 


. (54) 


Engineering 




n * 




\ 

r\4> Vi A 
utaer 




JL V 


• 


i / 

1 O t a JL ^ / 




inn 

J, JL U u 


«^ V aJ 


/ 

/ 


- TABLE 42 


> 






Class Rankj 




^ 






Per Cent 


Niimber / 


Graduate 




IS 


(26) 


Seniors 




37 


(114) 


Juniors 




19 


{59) 


Sophomores 




19 


t57) 


Freshmen 


i 


. 15 


. (47) , 


Total 


« 


ipo 


305 
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TABLE 43 
Parent's Occupation 







Per Cent 


Number 


i>us incssmen 
White collar 
Blue collar 
Farmers 
Unemployed' 

Don't know or not applicable 


- 


21 
21 
2 

10 


(66) 
(66) 
(7) 
• (16) 
(29) 


Total 




inn 

100 


305 


>- 

TABLE 

V 

Parent's 


44 

Incomg^ 










Per Cent 


Number 


Greater than $40,00c)- 
$30,000 -■ $39,999 
$24,000 - $29,999 \ 
$18,000 - $23,999 
$14,000 - $17,999 -f.. 
$11,000 - $13,999 

r 

$ 8,000 - $10,999 

Less than $9,99'9 

Don't know or not applicable 


f i 


8 

6 

7 
1-3 
11 
10 

7 

6 ^ 
32 


(26) 

(1-9) 
(20) 
(39) 
(35) 
(29) 
(22) 
(18) 
(97) 
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